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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES STAFF ANALYSIS

BILL #: - HB15 Exemption from the Tax on Sales, Use, and Other Transactions
QPONSOR(S): Flores -
IED BILLS: ) IDEN./SIM. BILLS: SB 1554
'REFERENCE ACTION ANALYST STAFF DIRECTOR
1) Colleges & Universities Committee Hatfield %C,% Tilton|

2) Finance & Tax Committee
3) Education Appropriations Committee

4) Education Council
5)

SUMMARY ANALYSIS

The bill provides a sales tax exemption for required or recommended textbooks purchased by full-time and
part-time postsecondary students for courses at an institution of higher education. The bill requires students to
present a valid student identification card upon purchase of such textbooks.

The bill defines textbooks as only those textbooks and textbook supplements specifically written, designed, or
produced for educational, instructional, or pedagogical purposes.

the Department of Education, or accredited by a nationally recognized accrediting agency or association
accepted as such by the Department of Education, that provides a course of study leading to the granting of a

postsecondary degree, certificate, or diploma.

‘t\e bill defines institution of higher education as any institution of highek education recognized and approved

The Revenue Estimating Conference has estimated this bill will have a fiscal impact of $39.4 million to state
government and $8.9 million to local governments in the 2006-2007 fiscal year. Please see the FISCAL

Section of the bill analysis for further details.

The provisions of this bill appear to reduce the authority that cities and cdunties have to raise revenue through
local option sales taxes. The bill does not appear to qualify for an exemption or exception. Therefore, the
constitutional mandate provision may be applicable and this bill may require a two-thirds vote of membership of

each chamber for passage. '

The bill provides an effective date of July 1, 2006.

This document does not reflect the intent or official position of the bill sponsor or House of Representatives.

STORAGE NAME: h0015.CU.doc
DATE: 3/8/2006



FULL ANALYSIS

I SUBSTANTIVE ANALYSIS .

A. HOUSE PRINCIPLES ANALYSIS:

'C. SECTION DIRECTORY:
STORAGE NAME: h0015.CU.doc

DATE:

Ensure lower taxes—The bill eliminates the sales tax paid on the purchase of required or
recommended textbooks and textbook supplements by full-time and part-time postsecondary students
for courses at an institution of higher education.

EFFECT OF PROPOSED CHANGES:
Background

Chapter 212, F.S., contains the statutory provisions authorizing the levying and collection of taxes on
sales, use, and other transactions. This chapter also contains provisions for sales and use tax
exemptions and credits applicable to certain items and under certain circumstances. At present, all
textbooks and textbook supplements purchased by postsecondary students for their courses are
subject to the six percent statewide sales tax and the local option sales taxes imposed under ch. 212,

F.S.

Currently, s. 212.08(7)(r), F.S., provides a tax exemption for school books purchased for students
enrolled in both public and private K-12 schools, but not for school books purchased by postsecondary

students.

From 1998-2001 and 2004-2005, the Florida Legislature provided tax relief and exemptions for certain
back-to-school related expenses. These exemptions have typically grouped certain items in categories.
of $100 or less, $50 or less, or $10 or less. During a specific time period prior to the beginning of a

school year items listed in these price categories are exempt from taxation.

Currently, 15 states have sales and use tax exemptions for college textbooks. New York has had a
sales tax exemption on higher education textbooks since 1998, other states include Minnesota,
Tennessee, and New Jersey. Several states, such as Wisconsin and Texas, have proposed a textbook
exemption, but the measure has failed. Typically, this has to do with the estimated revenue loss that
may occur from such legislation. Currently, Washington, Georgia, and Maryland are considering such
legislation and Tennessee has a bill filed to extend the current exemption to include electronic

textbooks.

Effects of Proposed Changes

The bill provides a sales tax exemption for required or recommended textbooks purchased by full-time

| and part-time postsecondary students for courses at an institution of higher education. The bill requires

students to present a valid student identification card upon purchase of such textbooks.

The bill defines textbooks as only those textbooks and textbook supplements specifically written,
designed, or produced for educational, instructional, or pedagogical purposes.

The bill defines institution of higher education as any institution of higher education recognized and
approved by the Department of Education, or accredited by a nationally recognized accrediting agency
or association accepted as such by the Department of Education, that provides a course of study
leading to the granting of a postsecondary degree, certificate, or diploma. ,

The bill provides an effective date of July 1, 2006.
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Section 1: Amends s. 212.08, F.S, relating to an exemption from the tax on sales; exempting certain
textbooks from the tax and providing definitions.

Section 2: Provides an effective date of July 1, 2006.

Il. FISCAL ANALYSIS & ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT

A. FISCAL IMPACT ON STATE GOVERNMENT:

1. Revenues:

The March 10, 2006, Revenue Estimating Conference estimated that this bill will have the following

fiscal impact on state government:

. 2006-2007 | 2007-2008
General Revenue | (39.3) (43.0)
Trust (.1) (1
Total State Impact | (39.4) (43.1)

These figures represent an increased revenue impact from the previous, March 3, 2006, Revenue
Estimating Conference. The previous impact, -23.2 and -24.8, respectively, only included public
and private degree-granting institutions of at least two years or higher and only students enrolled in
the fall term. The updated figures include public and private institutions that grant less than two-
year degrees, which accounts for an additional 82,284 students. The updated figures also use an
unduplicated annual headcount of enrolled students, rather than students only enrolled in the fall

term.

EXpenditures:
The bill does not appear to have a fiscal impact on state government expenditures.

B. FISCAL IMPACT ON LOCAL GOVERNMENTS:

1.

Revenues:

The March 10, 2006, Revenue Estimating Conference estimated that this bill will have the following
fiscal impact on local governments: -

2006-2007 | 2007-2008
Revenue Sharing (1.3) (1.4)
Local Gov't Half Cent | (3.8) (4.1)
Local Option (3.8) (4.1)
Total Local Impact | (8.9) (9.6)

DATE:

These figures represent an increased revenue impact from the previous, March 3, 2006, Revenue
Estimating Conference. The previous impact, -5.0 and -5.6, respectively, only included public and
private degree-granting institutions of at least two years or higher and only students enrolled in the
fall term. The updated figures include public and private institutions that grant less than two-year
degrees, which accounts for an additional 82,284 students. The updated figures also use an
unduplicated annual headcount of enrolied students, rather than students only enrolled in the fall

term.

Expenditures:
The bill does not appear to have a fiscal impact on local government expenditures.

h0015.CU.doc PAGE: 3
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C. DIRECT ECONOMIC IMPACT ON PRIVATE SECTOR:
Students purchasing tax exempt textbooks and textbook supplements will pay less for these items.

According to the Board of Governors’, the National Association of College Stores reported that in 2004.

2005 students spent from $773 to $870 for books and supplies for an academic year. Using the $773
estimate and multiplying it by the .06 sales tax, a student would have saved approximately $46 in state -
sales taxes if a sales tax exemption had been in place."

Retailers may incur costs associated with implementing this new tax exemption.

D. FISCAL COMMENTS:
None

lil. COMMENTS

A. CONSTITUTIONAL ISSUES:

1. Applicability of Municipality/County Mandates Provision:

The provisions of this bill appear to reduce the authority that cities and counties have to raise
revenue through local options sales taxes. The bill does not appear to qualify for an exemption or
exception. Therefore, the constitutional mandate provision may be applicable and this bill may
require a two -thirds vote of the membership of each chamber for passage.

2. Other:
None _ .
B. RULE-MAKING AUTHORITY:

Under existing law, the Department of Revenue (DOR) may adopt rules to administer the exemption
proposed by this bill. '

C. DRAFTING ISSUES OR OTHER COMMENTS:

Definition of institution of higher education:
The Florida Department of Education does not recognize or approve institutions of higher education in
Florida. In addition, this definition does not specify whether the student must be enrolled in a Florida

institution of higher education.

- Definition of textbooks:
The definition in this bill may exclude books such as novels, and business and leadership books.

These books may be required for a course, but because they were not written, designed, or produced
for educational, instructional, or pedagogical purposes they may not qualify for the tax exemption.

Burden of proof: .
Currently, the bill does not require the student to verify that the textbook is required or recommended

for a course.

Internet sales:
It appears that the requirement that the student present a valid student identification card eliminates the .

ability to receive the tax exemption when purchasing textbooks over the internet.

! Florida Board of Governors, 2006 Legislative Bill Analysis, HB 15, February 16, 2006, at 3.

STORAGE NAME: h0015.CU.doc
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The sponsor of the bill plans to offer an amendment that would make the following changes to the bill:
Clarifies that the exemption applies to degree-seeking postsecondary students.
o Requires the student to present a valid student identification card from an eligible institution of
. higher education and documentation which confirms such textbooks are required or
recommended for the course in which the student is enrolled when purchasing such textbooks.
» Removes the definition of “textbooks.” A valid textbook must be one required or recommended
for a course at an eligible institution of higher education.
» Defines the term “institution of higher education” as
o A Florida public university or community college.
o A baccalaureate-degree granting independent nonprofit college or university, which is
accredited by the Commission on Colleges of the Southern Association of Colleges and
Schools and which is located in and chartered as a domestic corporation by the state.
o An independent Florida postsecondary education institution that is licensed by the
Commission for Independent Education and that is authorized to grant degrees.

By limiting the exemption to only degree-seeking students attending institutions of higher education as
defined in the amendment, the current estimate on revenue loss will decrease.

IV. AMENDMENTS/COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE & COMBINED BILL CHANGES

. STORAGE NAME: h0015.CU.doc PAGE: 5
DATE: 3/8/2006



FLORIDA H O U S E O F REPRTEGSENTATIVES

. HB 15 ' 2006

1 A bill to be entitled

2 An act relating to an exemption from the tax on sales,
3 use, and other transactions; amending s. 212.08, F.S.;
4 exempting certain textbooks from the tax; providing

5 definitions; providing an effective date.

6

7| Be It Enacted by the Legislature of the State of.Florida:

8

9 Section 1. Paragraph (r) of subsection (7) of section
10| 212.08, Florida Statutes, is amended, and paragraph (ccc) is
11| added to that subsection, to read:
12 212.08 Sales, rental, use, consumption, distribution, and
13| storage tax; specified exemptions.--The sale at retail, the

rental, the use, the consumption, the distribution, and the

o
S

storage to be used or consumed in this state of the following

16| are hereby specifically exempt from the tax imposed by this

17| chapter.

18 (7) MISCELLANEOUS EXEMPTIONS.--Exemptions provided to any
19| entity by this chapter do not inure to any transaction that is
20! otherwise taxable under this chapter when payment is made by a
21| representative or employee of the entity by any means,

22| including, but not limited to, cash, check, or credit card, even
23| when that representative or employee is subsequently reimbursed
24| by the entity. In addition, exemptions provided to any entity by
25| this subsection do not inure to any transaction that is

26! otherwise taxable under this chapter unless the entity has

27| obtained a sales tax exemption certificate from the department
28| or the entity obtains or provides other documentation as

Page 1 0of 3
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HB 15 2006

required by the department. Eligible purchases or leases made
with such a certificate must be in strict compliance with this
subsection and departmental rules, ahd any person who makes an
exempt purchase with a certificate that is not in strict
compliance with this subsection and the rules is liable for and
shall pay the tax. The department may adopt rules to administer
this subsection.

(r) School books and school lunches.--This exemption
applies to school bodks used in regularly prescribed courses of
study, and to school lunches served in public, parochial, or
nonprofit schools operated for and attended by pupils of grades
K through 12. Yearbooks, magazines, newspapers, directories,
bulletins, and similar publications distributed by such
educational institutions to their students are also exempt.

Seheeol Books, other than those provided for in paragraph (ccc),

and food sold or served at community colleges and other
institutions of higher learning are taxable.

(ccc) Textbooks.--Also exempt from the tax imposed by this

chapter are textbocks purchased by full-time and part-time

postsecondary students for their courses. This exemption applies

only to textbooks that are required or recommended for a course

being taken by such student at an institution of higher

education. Upon purchase of such textbooks, the student shall

present a valid student identification card. For purposes of

this paragraph, the term:

1. "Textbooks" includes only those textbooks and textbook

supplements specifically written, designed, or produced for

educational, instructional, or pedagogical purposes.

Page 2 of 3
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FLORIDA HOUSE O F REPRESENTATIVES

. HB 15 2006

57 2. "Institution of higher education" means any institution

58} of higher education recognized and approved by the Department of

59| Education, or accredited by a nationally recognized accrediting

60| agency or association accepted as such by the Department of

61! Education, that provides a course of study leading to the

62| granting of a postsecondary degree, certificate, or diploma.

63 Section 2. This act shall take effect July 1, 2006.

Page 3 of 3
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HOUSE AMENDMENT FOR COUNCIL/COMMITTEE PURPOSES

Amendment No. 1
Bill No. 15

COUNCIL/COMMITTEE ACTION

ADOPTED . (Y/N)
ADOPTED AS AMENDED Y/
ADOPTED W/O OBJECTION  __ (Y/N)
FAILED TO ADOPT (/)
WITHDRAWN _(Y/N)
OTHER

Council/Committee hearing bill: Colleges & Universities

Committee

Representative Flores offered the following:

Amendment (with title amendment)

Remove line(s) 48-62 and insert:

postsecondary degree-seeking students for their courses. This

exemption applies only to textbooks that are required or

recommended for a course being taken by such student at an

eligible institution of higher education. Upon purchase of such

textbooks, the student shall present a valid student

identification card from an eligible institution of higher

education and documentation which confirms such textbooks are

required or recommended for the course in which the student is

enrolled. For purposes of this paragraph, the term “institution

of higher education” means:

1. A Florida public university or community college.

2. A baccalaureate-deqgree granting independent nonprofit

college or university, which is accredited by the Commission on

Colleges of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schocls and

000000
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HOUSE AMENDMENT FOR COUNCIL/COMMITTEE PURPOSES
Amendment No. 1

which is located in and chartered as a domestic corporation by

the state.

3. An independent Florida postsecondary education

institution that is licensed by the Commission for Independent

Education and that is authorized to grant degrees.

= TITLE AMENDMENT == ===

Remove line(s) 4-5 and insert:
exempting certain textbooks from the tax; requiring eligible
students present certain documentation; providing a definition;

providing an effective date.

000000
Page 2 of 2
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Presentation to the Florida House
Committee on Colleges and Universities

March 21, 2006
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= Postsecondary facility planning processes are

= QOverall, classroom space utilization could be ix

= Universities and community colleges build reasonab

reasonable but could be improved to ensure that needs
are accurately stated.

cost-effective facilities but can offset rising
construction costs in a number of ways.

through better space management, which would he
postpone the need to construct new classroom
facilities. |
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PECO Revenue in Bilions
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Actual and Projected PECO Revenue vs.
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e mew %mnm in some prog
» Computer modeling and Egﬁmgos ﬂmmm in en
programs, reduce space needed for bulky equipment,

. Greater use of electronic documents has reduced need for storage space

gineering and science
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Systemwide Percent of Classroom Utilization
Based on Three Different Standards
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Florida
National Low National National High Median Cost
Quartile Cost ~ Median Cost ~ Quartile Cost are
Building Type  /Square Foot  /Square Foot /Square Foot

Academic $129.09 $221.11
Library 191.48 326.62
Office 107.64 235.29
Science 201.83 294.05

1
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State University System Average Room Schedule Utilization on

Mondays Through Fridays from 8 AM to 8 PM
Spring 2005 - Average Room Use - 54%

Community Coilege Classroom Utilization
Monday Through Friday from 8 AM to 8 PM
Spring 2005 - Average Room Use - 41.4%

160
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80

Percentage of Rooms Used

T T O T T T T T
8AM NOON 3PM §P8 8AM NOON 3P gong
From1 PM o5 PM -58.4% From G Al to 1 PM -58.8%
From6 PM to 8 PM -44.1% From&PMtc 8 P¥ -48.1%
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Average State University System Classroom Utilization
Spring 2005

Average Community College Classroom Utilization

Spring 2005
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8AM NOON

Overall Utilization (M thru F)
From 9 Al to 1 PM

From 6 PM to 8 PM

On Fridays

On Saturdays

54.0%
64.9%
44.1%
4%

5.1%

8AM NOON

Overall Utilization (M thru F)
From9 Al to 1 PM

From 6 PM 70 8 PM

On Fridays

On Saturdays

41.4%
58.8%
46.1%
20.3%
10.7%
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Classroom utilization rates - 8:00 AV ) PM Monday to
Friday were 54% for universities E& E.ﬂw@ for comm @E@
colleges.

Sigy wmmmwm% lower than the rates reported

by the

institutions using the current 40/60 standard.

Example

® One university had 60% classroom utilization rate (relatively
high among the state universities) from 8 to 8 M-F

* Using the current 40/60 standard the institution reported
m%mgmm nwmmmwcog utilization of MS@\@
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Department of Education and Board of Governor’s
should review and revise needs generation formulas
used in the plant survey with §w§ from all relevant
stakeholders from the various disciplines.
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Fmﬂgﬂcsm mgnr as Ecﬁ,. a m.m 8 C.E@ ..... %mm% and
the University of Central Florida, use internal
measures that exceed the current statutory
standard (FSU uses 56 hours per week and UCE
uses 69 hours per week) |
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Ohio (67%).
Florida State University and the Unive

Central currently evaluate their gﬁgm
using internal station occupancy standard

75% and 70%, respectively.
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> other major categories of space
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March 2006 ‘ Report No. 06-xx

Higher Education Facility Planning Process
teasonably Well; Im
imize State Resources.

ar a glance

The state’s current processes to select and fund higher
education faciiity construction projects mclude‘:‘ multiple

ucted this project in response to a

jqguest to iidentify steps public
levels of review and ensure that institutional requests szommu ity colleges, paﬁdp the
for new construction are coordinated with the istate’'s ¢ | epartmenit of Educatiomsould take to improve cost

higher education goals, local strategic ?aﬂ', and 3 m postsecondary education construction

community development p&arss Yy

However, the eﬁesﬂvenessf ﬁ%ae pianning prgicess is
dependent on the informatidn provided ‘by the
institutions to their resp clive state-level giv s%ans to

%5 of the postsecondary faciﬁty planning
A separate OPPAGA report examines
reasonableness of postsecondary facility

f“*

determine the state’s most gritical facility ndeds. |As the = construction costs and how well postsecondary
facility planning process; religs heavily o each institutions use existing facility space.
institution’s educational plant gurvey to sdefitly and

prioritize higher education facilif
that the information containe

needs, T is important B&C k@ f@i,md

n these assessments is

correct.  The reliabi ]ﬁy apd” accuracy of information Responsibility for public p@stsacm‘udary facilitias
contained in these SUW&YS couid he | mpmved by constmc{ian is decentralizgde Since 1995, the
addressing two issues. state’s public universities and community colieges
o ) ' have administered their own construction

= The Department of Education and Board of programs with oversi ight provided by individual
Governors should update the formulas used o boards of trustees.’ Posisecondary institutions
develop educational plant surveys 1o ensure they are responsible for the condition of their facilities
accurately poriray current institutional need for and for identifying the need for maintenance,

additional facility space.
= The depariment and the Board of Governors should

! Prior to the decentralization, the Department of Education staff,
operating under the construction pﬂhcy guidelines adopted by the

rovide additional technical assisiancs 1o some Board of Regerts made the decisions regarding the construction

imatits % i programs for the 11 pubL" universities. The 28 community colleges

iﬁsmutiﬁﬂs ¢ address common errors in historically have exercised local control and management of thei

educational plant surveys. construction programs with approval from thelr local boards of
frustees.

Office of Program Policy Analysis & Government Accountability
an office of the Florida Legisiature
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remodeling, acquisiion or new construction
funds to meet current program needs and
expected student growth. The institutions report
this information through capital improvement
plans that are submitted to their respective state-
level divisions (the Board of Governors for the 11
colleges and universities and the Division of
Community Colleges and Workforce Education
for the 28 community colleges). The state
divisions use this data to develop statewide
funding recommendations that are included in
the Department of Education’s K-20 Legislative
Capital Outlay Budget Request. To assist in
selecting projects to recommend for fund
among those submitted by the insti-

projected student enro
standards, and other factgrs td determin:
space needs. This proces§ is ¢ :
includes multiple levels ©of revigw }and
coordination with the Board § on, |
governments, and the insttutigns’ strategic plans.

nt; space uti igation
inmet

Postsecondary construction ‘rojects are funded
from a variety of state and pbn-state sources. In
Fiscal Year 2005-06, ¢fiblic universities and
community colleges received $743.8 million for
fixed capital outlay projects, which included
construction and infrastructure projects and land
acquisition (see Exhibit1). Public universities
received 59% of these funds ($436.8 million) while
community colleges received 41% ($307 million)
{see Exhibits 2 and 3).

Public Education Capital Outlay (PECO) funds are
the largest source of legislative appropriation for
postsecondary education fixed capital outlay
projects. PECO funds are derived from gross
receipt tex collections, bond sales and interest
earnings. In Fiscal Year 2005-06, PECC funds
accounted for 57.6% of fixed capital outlay
appropriated funds for universities and 69% of
community college capital outlay appropriations.
Postsecondary institutions use PECO funds to pay
for new construction as well as renovation,
remodeling, maintenance, repair and site
acquisition. The use of PECC funds is restricted to
academic and academic support facilities such as
classrooms, research facilities, and office space.

funds.)

Programs for Fiscal Ye

DRAFT

(Refer to Appendix B on the source of PECO

Exhibit 1
The Legislature Appropriated $?43 8 M ilion for
Postsecondary Education Fives

$463,526,661
29,504,369

39,843,770
: 12,223,771
$4S Concurrenc 5,400,000?
Tokal. $550,498 571

h%!e‘rge Grant (private funds) .
Capital Improvement Fees 20.6%

$39,843,770
153,485,087 ¢

260%  $1 93,328,857

Totai

Estzmated

% In accordance with s. 19(f)(2), Article III of the State Constitution,
the University Concurrency Trust Fund, unless terminated earlier,
will terminate on July 1, 2007.

*Student capital improvement and building fees are charged to
students in addition to tuition to help finance student related fixed
capital outlay projects. Generally, an appropriation is requested
every three years based on the availability of funds.

Source: Board of Governors and Division of Commaunity Colleges

and Workforce Education.

In addition to PECO funds, there are several other
fund sources for postsecondary education fixed
capital outlay projects. These include general
revenue, matching funds for donor contributions
(Challenge Grants), and concurrency funds.
Postsecondary institutions generally use additional
state funds for new consiruction that supporis
instruction or research. Concurrency funds are
used to offset the impact of proposed campus
developments on public facilities and services such
as ufilities, roads and drainage. The Legislature
also appropriates non-state funds derived from
student capital improvement and building fees.
Postsecondary institutions generally use these fees
to construct student-related specific projects such
as student unions and recreation facilities.

Postsecondary institutions alsc pay for fixed capital
outlay projects from funds generated from revenue
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generating sources such as parking garages and See Appendix A for a description of the funds
" from direct support organizations such as included in the exhibits.

foundations. These projects are often financed by
revenue bonds from activities such as housing,
parking, dining, retail, and athletic facilities where

The projected decrsases in available PECO funds
may make it difficult for postsecondary
institutions to fund facility projects. As shownin

revenues are pledged to satisfy the debt. Although Exhibit 4, the November 2005 Revenue Estimating
the Legislature must approve these capital projects, Conference projected a steep decrease in available
they are not subject to the legisiative budget PECO funds after 2006-07. These projections are
request development poicy guidelines.” based on predictions that future economic
Exhibit 2 conditions will decrease gross receipts tax
g. . , , revenues, which are the dedicated source of
Public Um,viersﬁy ansmctaon Programs Received PECO funds. The Estimating Conference projects
$436.8 Million for Fiscai Year 2005-06 that the total available PECO funds will drop from
SSI 4 bﬂﬁon in Fiscal Year 2006-07 to $386 million in

recovery.

PECO 57.6% $251, available

General Revenue 4.8% 20,853,896
Challenge Grant Program 3.2% 14,142,393
SUS Concurmency 1.2% 5,400,000
Total $291,918,432

projected 3% increase
~ . public colleges and
_ Znticipated increase in
ds to build additional
et the requirements
class size amendment.
titutions rely heavily on
3 r fixed capital outlay

‘Chaﬁtenge Grant (private funds) .
Student Capital improvement Fees 30.0%

Total

nds may make it more difficult for the state’s
public cofleges and universities to fund new
pnstruction and renovation projects. (For more
iformation on why PECO funds fluctuate refer to
“Appendix B.)

In light of this situation, it is critical that
postsecondary institutions use available fixed capital
outlay funds as efficiently as possible. Therefore,
this report examines the reasonableness of processes
used by postsecondary institutions fo identity and

Source: Board of Governors.

Exhibit 3

PECO $212,004,518

General Revenue 8,850,472 prioritize their facility needs and whether these
COand DS 4.0% 12,223,771 processes can be improved.
Challenge Grant Program 8.4% 25,701,377

$258 580,139

Total

Chai%enge Grant {private funds)
Stugent Capital Improvement Fees 7.4%
Total

‘Estimated
Source: Division of Community Colleges and Workforce BEducation.

% Sections 1004.065, 1613.78, FS

(3]
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Exhibit 4
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PECO Funds Are Predicted o Decline as College and University Enroliments Increase

Actual and Projected PECO Revenue vs.
State University and Community Colliege FTE

{40-Hour)
4,600 500,000
1,408 + ACTUAL
+ 480,000
1,200 -+
§ + 400,000 E
g 1,000
B
g 800 350,000
&
8 600
I -+ 300,000
400 +
; - 250,000
200 - wsi PECO venée 50,0
e Postsec ondaéy FTE
200,000

) g"o}; "‘ ' ‘ r(;’ &
L LS ng gf@? @@% TS

Source: The Revenue Estimating Conf *ce, updated November 4, 2005. The Division of Colleges and Universities and the Division of Community

Colleges and Workforce Educaﬁon ded the enrollment projections.

Findings

The process tifaz‘paszsewﬂda/y institutions
use to idertity and prionitize facility needs is
reasonable but cowld be improved

‘The state’s process to determine and prioritize
higher education facility needs is comprehensive,
includes multiple levels of review, and helps
ensure that each institution’s facility plans are
coordinated with state higher education goals and
local plans and initiatives.  However, the
effectiveness of the planning process is dependent
upon the information provided by the institutions
to their respective oversight divisions to
determine postsecondary education’s most critical
facility needs. Our review of the process revealed
some of the formulas used to develop facility
needs have not been updated for years, and thus
may not accurately portray institutions’ need for
facility space. In addition, some institutions need
technical assistance in developing educational

plant surveys to avoid common errors and reduce
approval time.

Higher education facilily plans consider relevant data,
Siakeholder inpur, state goals, and local growth plans

The state’s process to identify and prioritize its
facility needs is iargely established in Florida law.
Two key steps in this process are developing
institutions’ educational plant surveys and capital
improvement plans. Appendix C provides a
diagram that illustrates the major steps in the
postsecondary facility planning and fixed capital
outlay budget process.

Educational plant surveys describe an
institution’s facilities needs. Florida statutes
require each public postsecondary institution to
conduct an educational plant survey at least once
every five years toc assess the number and
condition of its current faciiies and project
facility needs over the next five years.® The

® Sections 1013.31 and 1013.40, F.8
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educational plant survey contains detailed
information about campus facilities including
their purpose, capacity, and need for repairs. The
plant survey also makes recommendations for site
acquisition, remodeling, renovations and new
construction. Institutions base new construction
recommendations on their amount of existing
space, expected student population growth, and a
series of formulas designed to predict the number
of square feet needed to serve the expected
student population, faculty, and support staff
based on pre-established standards that take mto
consideration the type and use of the space.’
Universities and community colleges rely on these
plant survey recommendations and the decisions
of their presidents, executive staff, and boards of
trustees with input from deans and facilities staff
to select projects and set funding priorities in their
capital improvement plans.

The Capital improvement Planning process helps
ensure that an institution’s facility needs are
coordinated with state and local goals and
growth initiatives. Institutions _ use the
educational plant survey to develop their gnnual
Capital Improvement Plan. These pia?

the projects (with associated costs
mstltutzon plans to buﬂd ove

irtg o;ects
qmr%d by
inust) have
been recommended ihstitutions’

educational plant survey .

In addition to the plant ggrveys, each institution
considers other infor#flation when developing
their capital improvement plans, including input
from key administrators and statewide priorities
established by the Depariment of Education and
Board of Governors. The institutions also
examine each project's consistency with the goals
and objectives of their strategic plans, and needs
and projects identified in the institution’s campus
master plan, which projects campus infrastructure
needs out for 10-20 years and is coordinated with

‘A fulltime equivalent (FTE) for state mvers.‘.ty system
‘m«wgmdﬂa"eﬂ is determined by dividing total annual credit hours
by 40 hours; for commumity colleges, a full-time equivalent credit
student is determined by d.wdd“a total annual credit howrs by 30
hours.

* Section 1013.31(2)(a), £S
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local governments and surrounding community
development initiatives. © Finally, the institutions
consider each project specifically addresses one or
more of the state’s higher education strategic
goals and objectives.” The final plan identifies
and describes the projects, estimates the dollars
required based on historical project cost supplied
by DOE, and indicates the year the college would
like to receive funding.

The local board of trustees must approve the
capital improvement plan prior to submitting it to
the Board of Governors (for university plans) or
the Division of Community Colleges and
Workforce Education (for; community coliege
plans). The Board of nors and the division
consider the msﬁtu ans in preparing the
tal outlay legislative
endix B for a flow chart
gislative budget request

nprovement planning
at the projects and
e dnstitutions’ fixed capital
gt request are consistent
th the Institution’s strategic goals and major
hahves, and are mtegrated with state education
als angdocal growth plans. °

e use of formula driven models at the state level
helps staff objectively select and rank projects

The Board of Governors and Division of
Community Colleges and Workforce Education
rank and pare down the projects submitted in the
individual university and community college
capital improvement plans to develop statewide
recommendations for each system that are
included in the Commissioner’'s K-20 Legislative
Capital Outlay Budget Request. Staff make these

8 Section 1013.30(3), £S5 Each university is required to have a master
plan that identifies general land uses, and addresses the need for
roads, parking, pubic transportation, solid waste, drainage, sewer,
potable water, and recreation and open space during the coming 10
o 20 years. These plans are program-based and include campus
t}opb,a%\on projections and projections of future projects. The
master plan must be coordinated with local government(s}, and
proposed buildings must conform with the approved campus
development pian‘

7 Required by the Legislative Budget Request Guidelines for 2006-2007.

5 CIP fixed capital outlay pricrities in ranking order: continnation of
projects; infrastructure needs; renovation and remodeling to meet

current space needs; special projects—joint use, fund matching,
land acquisition; new construction.
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project recommendations using data driven
models that take into account present inventory,
FTE projections, and space standards. These
models identify the relative unmet need among
the universities and community colleges for each
category of space.” In general, this method of
project ranking and selection for both systems
appears fair in that decisions are based on an
objective analysis of data.

Exhibit 5 provides an example of the type of
analysis used by the Board of Governors staff to
rank the relative need for classrooms, teaching
labs and research lab space among the state’s 11
public universiies.  The staff :
institution’s current inventory of i
including already funded constructiolf. |
institution is then compared tp the overgll system
average (the red bar) to identify universitieg wi

the highest relative level ff x?, {
universities below the refl bax).
Governors attempts to give hi
projects requested by :
under the system aver:%
space. Thus, in this exafnplg, the Un#Versity of
South Florida, the Universityf of Central Florida,
and Florida International Up#versity’s requests for
additional classrooms, hing labs and research
labs would receive a higher priority ranking than
similar requests made by other universities. The
Board of Governors uses this same process for
each other category of space.

The Division of Community Colleges and
Workforce Education uses a slightly different
process to rank institutional needs. The Division’s
process also uses formula-driven models, but
generally seeks to identify campus or center-based
projects that have the greatest impact on 1,000 or
more full-time students.

°The 10 space categories recognized within the models with minor
differences (vocational labs for commum*y colieges) include
classroom, teaching lab, study, research lab, office, audio/exhibit
finstructional media, student academic support, gym, campus
support services,

L

i [

Exhibit 5

The Board of Governors Gives Pricrities i Projects of
Institutions Below the System Average for 2 Space
Category

Classrooms, Teaching Labs, énd Research Labs
{Includes current inventory and funded construction)

USF UCF FIU SUS FAU FSU UWF FGCU W U FAMU

<&

Sogrce The Bo: d of Governors.

LT
>

5

AV

ﬁ;gke lwcation facilily planning process can be
ved in two ways

As the facility planning process relies heavily on
each institution’s educational plant survey to
identify and prioritize higher education facility
needs, it is important that the information
contained in these assessments is correct. The
reliability and accuracy of information contained in
these surveys could be improved by addressing
two issues. First, the formulas used to develop
educational plant surveys should be updated to
ensure they accurately portray current institutional
need for additional facility space. Second, the
department should provide additional technical
assistance to some institutions to address common
errors in educational plant surveys.

Stendards and formulas wused fo calculate
postsecondary space neeods are outdated and may
inacourately portray the need for space. The
educational plant survey uses several complex
formulas to identify space needs at the institution
level ® The formulas vary for each systemy;
however, both are based on factors that include
student enroliment, space standards including
station sizes and utilization levels and existing
inventory to determine unmet space needs. For
example, the formula used to determine classroom
needs is based on the number of square feet each
FTE student needs based on their major/discipline,
the number of hours the space will be used each

 Residential and other types of awdiiary space are generally not
included.
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week and the occupancy rate. ' Adjustments to
any of these factors will change the amount of
space the formula projects an institution needs for
classrooms and thus could change the requested
fixed capital outlay appropriation.

The components that make up these formulas and
the levels at which they have been set have not
been evaluated for several years and may no
longer reflect current institutional practices. The
state university space needs formulas were
developed in the 1960s and have not been
updated since the mid-1990s. The community
college formulas were updated in 1999 and use a
somewhat different model to calculate space
needs; however, both systems use similar space
utilization rates for instructional space.

One of the main factors used in the formulas fo
identify space needs is the square feet needed for
each student station depending on the type of
instructional space (classrooms, teaching and
research labs) and academic program. The

1994. However, department staif
instructional methods have changed cé1£
in recent years, with mych greatér

technology. For exam%e, écomnuter wdeling
Y Puli-time students requiring spade.  § { ’:‘
; 3
Ll
‘$
Exhibit &

5

J

terior
quipment areas and structural areas.
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and simulation are wused more often in
engineering and science programs, eliminating
the need for bulky equipment, and greater use of
electronic documents has reduced need for
storage space. As a result, current standards that
define the space needed per student station may
be able to be reduced.

Exhibit 6 shows a Board of Governors analysis of
how changes to the formula can reduce the
projected square footage needed for classrcoms.
The current model is based on a standard that
classrooms require 22 net assignable square feet per
student station, 60% of student stations are in use
during classes, and the claggroom is used 40 hours
per week. ? If the lards are changed to
reflect 20 square fee dent station, 50 hours

; 0% station occupancy,
r student is reduced by
, for an institution with
uce the need for general
0 net assignable square
truction costs for higher
2.79 per square foot), this

\difference amounts to § .f" illion.

"%Net assignabie square footage is the enclosed and interior floor area
ﬂmgned to gr available to be assigned to an occupant for specific
se, exclulling exterior and interior wall thicknesses, interior and

circulation, toilet rooms, electrical rooms, HVAC

Adjusting Standards in megsta

22 Square Feet

Hours Per Weak % Gccupancy Rate OR

40 Hours » 0.80 Occupancy

.92 NASF {Space Factor ) x 15.0 (Weskly Student Hows Per FTE) = 8 NASF Pef’

= §,92 NASF (Space Faclor)

Station Size

Revised Classrooms Standard Used & Ustermine Needs

20 Bousre Fegt

Space Faclyr = OR

Hours Per Wesk x Ucoupancy Rate

NASF = Net assignable square feet

B Hours £ 0.78 ﬁccum@y
0.57 NASF {Space Factor ) x 15.0 {Weekly Student Hours Per FTE)

= .57 NASF (Epace Factory

= "ﬁﬁ_ 55 NASF Per FTE >

Source: Board of Governors Meeting, July 22, 2004,
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The statutory standards used to measure statewide
classroom utilization may also need to be updated.
Universities and community colleges also use these
standards to report their use of classrooms on an
anrwel basis to their respective state oversight
divisions.  Section 1013.03(2), Forida Statutes,
provides that classrooms are to be used a minimum
of 40 hours per week and that 60% of student
stations are to be occupied. ® In practice this 40/60
standard means a classroom is considered to be at
100% utilization if it is used 40 hours per week at
60% occupancy. Institutions with classroom
utilization that approaches 100% using the 40/60
standard would be considered to need adiditional

classrooms although their classrooms be
used 40 hours a week and have 40% of % ent
stations unutilized. * .

1 ,
While Florida's 40/60 standard for clasgroom

utilization is comparable #to gtandards usd by
other states, it does not fefle¢t how i Btitutions
currently use their spage. | As ﬂotd By a
university  administratof, funiversitibs ‘land
community colleges now; roufis g
during the evenings and :
traditional 40-hour period.

Florida’'s public univerg s and community
colleges often have deveoped other more reliable
methods to internally evaluate their classroom
utilization and need for space. For example, the
Florida State University and the University of
Central Florida evaluate classroom utilization
based on the times the classrooms are used during
the day as well as for evening and weekend
programs. The Florida State University uses an
internal goal that classrooms should be used 56
hours a week with 75% occupancy, while the
University of Central Florida uses a goal that

®The standard measures scheduled classes. Since non-regularly
scheduled classes and unscheduled uses of classrooms, such as
club, student and faculty meetings are not captured in the
utilization data, actual utilization may be higher.

* To make the calculations for classrooms in use, insttutions simply
multiply the number of available classrooms by 40 houss, then
compare this figure with the actual number of total scheduled
houss classrooms are i use. To make the calculations for classroom
occupancy, the institutions multiply the total number of student
stations on campus by 40 hours and then by 0.6 (60% occupancy) to
get the standard number of seat hours to meet the statutory
requirement. This figure is then compared to the actual number of
seat hours used. For the university system, the 40/60 utilization rate
is used in the space needs formula to creats a space factor which is
then multiplied by the FTEs for each discipline by level and the
number of weekly student hours per FTE.

DRAFT

classrooms should be used 6% hours a week at 70%
occupancy.

Exhibit 7 demonstrates how increasing the
standard for classroom usage hours from 40 hours
to 50 or 60 hours reduces fhisstatewide classroom
utilization rate. Th t 40-hour standard
produces a sta mde m utilization rate of
81%. The a is only 54% if the
standard that classrooms are
expected veek is increased to 60
hours. T

: (For additional
econdary  classroom
Education Facility
: Costs Are Reasonable; Some
Improvements Could Maximize Use of Campus
(g?;smom ace, Report No. 06-xx, March 2006.)

ibit 7
increasing the Standard for Classroom Use Resutts in
a Lower Statewide Utilization Rate

Systemwide Percentage of Classroom Utilization
Based on Three Different Standards

190% -

% of 8G-Hr
Standard Standard Standard

% of 40-Hr % of 50-Hr

Note: Information for this chart is based on 10 universities, no data
provided for New College.

Source: OPPAGA analysis of BOG utilization data for Spring 2005.
Fall 2004 utilization at some universities may be higher than Spring
2005.

Some institutions make avoidable mistakes when
developing their educational piant surveys. 1he
second way that the current higher education
facility planning process can be improved is to
help universities and community colleges avoid
commen errors in their educational plant surveys.
The Department of Education’'s Office of
Educational Facilities is required by Florida law to
review and validate all educational plant surveys
to ensure that they are an accurate analysis of
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space needs and that projects to be funded with
PECO and Capital Outlay and Debt Service funds
are recommended by the surveys. ® This review
process is similar for both the community college
and university systems. '

However, department staff involved in the review
processes noted that the institutions often make
errors and omissions in their plant surveys that
delay the state’s review and approval process.
These errors are more common for community
colleges than for universities. For instance, the
final approval of the educational plant survey for
one community college required 21 follow-ups
from the Office of Educational Facilities” staff to
correct inaccurate or missing information.
Common errors included wusing outdated or
inaccurate data and failure to obtain needed
approvals and signatures prior to submitting the
plans. A less common error is requesting funding
for programs no longer offered. As a result,
approval of the plans has been delayed, in some
cases by two or more years, which may cause
unnecessary delays in the institution’s fixed:
outlay budget planning process. Departmen
indicate that university educational p? f

likely contain fewer errors and omissions hecause
teams that develop the univérsity survéys jnctude
Board of Governors st?i aild staff ﬁo Other
universities who  are; e erienceds i the

development of plant sgzrv In ¢ ntr t, the
Department of Educatioh st has n prc%wded
on-site assistance w1th om unity cojleggéplant

surveys since the procdss was decwtr ized in
1995. However, some of the gelays in the approval
process can also be attribuged to the fact that the
submission process is g8t automated for higher
education and the Office of Educational Facilities
has not developed sufficient guidelines or
instructions for completing these complex reporis.

 Section 1013.03(10)a12., £.8
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Conclusions and
Recommendations

The state’s process for identifying and prioritizing
higher education projecis is comprehensive,
includes multiple levels of review, and operates
under guidelines to ensure coordination with
higher education goals, local strategic plans, and
community development plans. However, the
formulas used to determine unmet space needs
among the institutions need to be updated and
revised to accurateiy reflect when and how
classrooms are used togdsy. To address these
issues, OPPAGA jends the following
actions be taken. ’

consider amending

ida Statutes, which

0 hours per week and

simum utilization rates

To better reflect how

- 1se classroom space, we
5 end the standard to at least

recony)
50 houys per week and 70% occupancy as the
mini:;gm utilization rates.

To epshire that current postsecondary space
needs generation formulas used in the
educational plant survey do not inaccurately
portray the need for additional facilities,
Department of Education and Board of
Governor’s staff should review and revise
these formulas with input from all relevant
stakeholders from the various disciplines.
These formulas should be reviewed and
updated every 3 to 5 years.

= To reduce errors and reduce the time needed
to review and approve educational plant
surveys, the Department of Education should
provide comprehensive writtern: instructions
for completing these surveys. In addition, the
department and the Board of Governors
should work toward automating survey
subrnission to the state.
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Appendix A
Fixed Capital Outlay Legislative Budget

The following information contains definitions of common terms, source of funds, purpose
and restrictions on funds for projects funded through the fixed capital outlay budget process.

Capital Outlay and Debt Service (CO & DS} 2005-2006 Authorization to Sell Revenue Bonds on
Behalf of Universities

= Projects financed by revenue bonds

2 Revenues from motor vehicle licenses

= Allocated to school districts and community
colieges = Projects include dor
and bookstores

jes, parking garages,

= Revenues are bonded and proceeds allocated

based on a funding formula ed to pay debt service

Facility Enhancement Challenge Grant Program
s Facility must support instruction or research

#= Must be included in the institution’s Five-Year
Capital Improvement Program

= Private cash matching must be on depisit;

. = State matching funds are recommend
eligible projects

reseam and mtemét; al studies faahhes

05-2006 BECO Remadelmgﬂ?enomtmwfi’epau/
| aintenanye Formula Funds Appropriation Request
2005-2006 Capital Impr ovemet%t Trust Fund Brojects Allocated based on a depreciation formula to the

H
# Generally requested e‘?éry hree yeaﬁhbaied on ¢ p}j education sectors from the total amount of
ng available PECO funds

availability of funds
= Used for student-relat¢d prpjects suck as siudeﬁt = Allocations made to public schools, community
unions and recreationgl! faglities ﬁgﬁ colleges, and state universities

= Financed by fee coﬂecémn and bone issued = Funded form cash portion of available PECO
with a pledge of revenuegirom the fees revenues

* Funds used to expand or upgrade current

2005-2006 Supplementalfpecial Regquest Project List S o s
. L educational facilities to prolong useful life
= Developed to address issues not financed by the
SUS share of PECO funds and other SUS sources | 2005-2006 Concurrency Trust Fund Appropriation
= Issues include critical deferred maintenance, Request
Americans with Disabilities Act corrections, = Trust fund supported by revenues from local
federal grant matches, and other special projecis option gas tax

= Funds used to correct deficiencies in public

2005-2006 FProfects That Reguire General Revenue cyeas ) .
facilities and services caused by proposed

for Operation :
. il campus development
= Projects requiring state general revenue for
operations but buiit with non-state funds = Impact determined through Campus

Deve}opmem Agreements between University
Boards of Trustees and affected host local
government

11
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The Source of PECO Revenues and Why PECO Revenues

Fluctuate

The source of PECO revenue is the revenues from thg:
(2.5%) and communications services (2.37%) as defi
the PECO revenues is generated from bonding a
The gross receipts tax is a relatively stabj¢ &nd gen

bonding to 90%of the a
must be spent as cash. Table
from 2001-02 012010-11. Eacl
off exisﬁng?né s and, thus, #i

not available fo bonding,
middle section).

and the new revénues availablé from

Table B-1

ax on utilities services
Statutes. Most of
receipt tax revenues.
tax source, making it
nd proceeds are the
es.

sithat can be devoted to
: #The remaining revenue
di projected gross receipts tax revenues
i parts: revenue committed to paying

ot available forlappropffation (the bottom section); cash that is
#8n); and new revenues available for bonding (the
The amaunt favailable for #ppropriation includes the cash (the top section)
B¥nding the amount in the middle section of each bar.

Gross Receié&s ﬁax Revel u November 1, 2005, Revenue Estimating Conference {in Millions)

1,100
1,600 -
00 -
800 -
700 -

ACTUAL

/02-03 FY03-04 FY04-05|F

FY04-02

PROJECTED

o7

Y05-06

¢ FY08-10 FY10-11

£ Cash 97.0 1914 117.4

138.8

117.3 64.0 48.5 0.4 52.7 68.2

O New Debt| 56.8 36.8 36.0

32.5

41.8 78.5 33.8 14.0 23.0 19.1

BOldDebt | €287 6381 8732

701.3

7243 760.8 837.0 8708 8822 9007

Source: Office of Economic and Demographic Research.
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Soirces of Fluctuation

According to the Office of Economic and Demographic Research, the amount of tax revenue

available for appropriation and bonding is the product of several factors which combine to

cause the significant fluctuation each year that is shown in Table B-2.

1. Bonding is primarily based on growth in the gross receipts tax on utilities and
commurnications because existing revenues are committed to debt service on old bonds.

2. When revenues are underestimated, as occurred in 2005-06 due to the unexpected
increase in fuel costs, subsequent appropriations can be larger for two reasons,

a. non-recurring cash is available for cash expenditure from the initial year of
underestimate, and

b. the excess growth is added to the growth formerly anticipated for later years
so that more than just one year’s worth of growth in bondmg capacity is
available.

3. Bonds do not sell immediately and may not sell for several y; Pt being authorized
ore or less than
originally assumed in the Estimating Conferen t more or less bonding
capacity is available in later years than originalt '
4. Refinancing of old bonds at lower
subsequent years. Table B-3 displa
estzmahng conferences. and is only

g capacity for

ing is not projected by
after the refinancing
Fis ncing will generaily be

5. Finally, ﬂ\e gross recgipis

avaLabie for a Iater yegar _‘
while bon@mg is calﬁa :

; enues is expected to be much slower, partly due to anticipated
: s herefore the amount of revenue not reserved for debt service and
available f@r o pmpnaﬁon is much lower after 2006-07, as shown in Table B-2.

13
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Tabie B-2
Actual and Projected PECC Revenue vs.
State University and Commumity College FTE
{m-Hour)

A BOD  —prmemrmemmssinnes s s s s st s ~ 500,000
1,400

ACTUAL 1 450,000
4,200 +

o . o 400,039

350,000

Postsecondary FTE

-+ 300,000

PECO Revenue in WMillions
»
8

250,000

o

% SN

. T - i LS 200,000
$ @ﬁ IR

&"‘ch@' @&@9 é" c"s o"'&eﬁg & e*’ggg"” & N

Sl % 4 A P DD

Note: The exirethe pe ints of ﬂuct@on in Exhibit 2 represent years in which several of the sources of variation listed in the
memo work in the sahe direction to produce a high or low level of PECO revenue.

Source: COffice of K

momic and Demographic Research.

Tabie B-3
increase in PECC Bonding Capacity Due to Refinancing Activity (in Millions)

887.6 sm

2001-02

2002-03 613.4 37.1

2003-04 o 516.3 57.9

2004-05 4734 -
200508 616.3 87T e |
2006-07 o 1,097.3 55.0 5%

Source: Office of Economic and Demographic Research.

This appendix is based on information obtained from staff in the Office of Economic and
Demographic Research as well as information on EDR’s website at the following Internet
address: hitpy//edr.state flus/conferences/peco/pecofiow him.
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Appendix &

Higher Education Fixed Capital Outlay Legislative Budget
Request Development Process

The flow chart demonstrates the planning process used by the state university and
community college systems to arrive at a fixed capital outlay budget request for each system
to be included in the annual K-20 Fixed Capital Outlay Legislative Budget Request.

LEGISLATURE

Systemwide
FCO Reguest

Systemwide
FCO Request

7 A

State Planning

Statewide Strategic Plan

Capital Improvement Plan
/ {CIP} Guidetines

28 """"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" 14
FCO Reguests 3 FCO Requests

institutional Planning

H

f - - )
i Educationai Plant Survey |

i Campus Master Plan j

;’ f Strategic Plan
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Higher Education Facility Construction Costs

Are

Maximize Use of Campus Classr

at a glance

Both the university and community coliege systems are
building reasonabiy cost-effective facilities comparetf o

institutions will need to
reduce consiruction ¢
adopting prototypical desig
sharing, and maximizing exig

benchmarks and institutional pnissions.” Although a
relatively small percentage of all space is used for
classrooms, this allocaliops€ consistent with national
norms and institutional differences reflect the student
populations served.

Classrooms at some state upiversities and community
colieges are underutilized. Overall, only about half of all
university classrooms and less than half of communily
coliege classrooms have classes scheduled in them
throughout the week.  Classroom usage rates vary
considerably by Hime of day, day of week, and institution.
Although some factors affecting underutilization may be
gutside the control of institutions, they can take steps to
improve classroom utilization and delay the need to build
additional classrooms,

Reasonable; Some Improvements Could

Space

iproject in response to a
i identify steps public
y colleges and the
A could take to improve
lencies in postsecondary education
in programs. This report examines the
ness of  postsecondary  facility
nstruction costs (excluding vocational centers)
d how well universities and community
colleges use existing facility space. A separate
OPPAGA report examines the efficiency and
effectiveness of the postsecondary facility
planning process.

Background

Responsibility for public postsecondary facilities
construction is decentralized. Since 1995, the
state’s public universities and community colleges
have administered their own construction
programs with overszght provided by individual
boards of trustees.' Postsecondary institutions

! Prior to the decentralization, the Department of Education staff,
operating under the construction policy guidelines adopted by the
Board of Regents, made the decisions regarding the construction
programs for the 11 public universities. The 28 community colleges
historically have exercised local conirol and management of their
construction programs with approval from their Jocal boards of
trustees,

Office of Program Policy Analysis & Government Accountability

an office of the Florida Legisiature
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are responsible for the condition of their facilities
and for identifying the need for maintenance,
remodeling, acquisition or new construction funds
to meet current needs and expected student growth.
The institutions report this information through
capital improvement plans that are submitted to
their respective state-level divisions (the Board of
Governors for the 11 colleges and universities and
the Division of Community Colleges and Workforce
Education for the 28 community colleges). The state
divisions use this data to develop statewide funding
recommendations that are included in the
Department of Education’s K-20 Legislative Capital
Outlay Budget Request. To assist in selecting
projects to recommend for funding from among
those submitted by the institutions, the state
divisions use models and formulas that take into
account projected student enrollment, space
standards, and current facility inventories to
determine unmet space needs. This process is
comprehensive and includes multiple levels of
review and coordination with the Board of
Education, local governments, and the ingtitutions’
strategic plans.

Postsecondary construction projec
from a variety of state
Fiscal Year 2005-06,
community colleges ¢
fixed capital outlay
construction and infras{
acquisition (see Exhibit] 1). §
received 59% of these fuhds §
community colleges recgiveg
(see Exhibits 2 and 3). .

Public Education Capital JGtlay (PECO) funds are
the largest source of 1&slative appropriation for
postsecondary education fixed capital outlay
projects. PECO funds are derived from gross
receipt tax collections, bond sales and interest
earnings. In Fiscal Year 2005-06, PECO funds
accounted for 57.6% of fixed capital outlay
appropriated funds for universities and 69% of
community college capital outlay appropriations.
Postsecondary institutions use PECO funds to pay
for new construction as well as renovation,
remodeling, maintenance, repair and site
acquisition. The use of PECO funds is restricted to
academic and academic support facilities such as
classrooms, research faciliies and office space.

DRAFT

{Refer to Appendix B for more information on the
source of PECO funds.)

Exhibit 1
The Legislature Appropriated $743.8 Million for
Postsecondary Education Fixed Capitat Outlay

Programs for Fiscal Year 2005-06

PECO 62.3 $463,526.86
General Revenue 4.0% 29,504,368
Challenge Grant Program (state 5.4% 38,843,770
Gapital Cutlay and Debt Serviég 1.6% 12,223,771
0.7% 5,400,000 2
$550,498 571

153,485,087 *
$193,328,857

with s. 19(£)(2); fticle 1II of the State Constitution,
Concurrency Trust Fund, unless terminated earlier,
on July 1, 2007.

al improvement and building fees are charged to
dition to tuition to help finance student related fixed
apital outlay projects. Generally, an appropriation is requested
very three years based on the availability of funds.

Source: Board of Governors and Division of Community Colleges
and Workforce Education,

In addition to PECO funds, there are several other
fund sources for postsecondary education fixed
capital outlay projects. These include general
revenue, matching funds for donor contributions,
{Challenge Grants) and concurrency funds.
Postsecondary  institufions  generally use
additional state funds for new construction that
supports instruction or research. Concurrency
funds are used to offset the impact of proposed
campus developments on public facilities and
services such as utilities, roads and drainage. The
Legislature also appropriates non-state funds
derived from student capital improvement and
building fees. Postsecondary institutions generally
use these fees to construct student-related specific
projects such as student unions and recreation
facilities.
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Exhibit 2
Public University Construction Programs Received
$436.8 Million for Fiscal Year 2005-06

PECO 5756% $251,522,143
General Revenue 4£.8% 20,853,898
Challenge Grant Program 3.2% 14,142,393
S48 Concurrency 1.2% 5,400,000
Total 66.8% $261,918 432

Challenge Grant (private funds) 32%
Student Capital Improvement Fees 30.0%

Total

$14,142,393
130,722,827

Source: Board of Governors.

Exhibit 3
Public Community College Construction Programs
Received $307 Million for Fiscal Year 2005-06

PECO
General Revenue
COand DS
Challenge Grant Program

| Chailenge Grant {private fun
Student Capital improvement Fess :
Total . 748,463,537

IBstimated

Source: Division of Commuay lleges and Workforce Education.

Postsecondary institutions also pay for fixed capital
outlay projects using funds not subject to
iegislative appropriation and the fixed capital
outlay budget process. These include projects
financed by direct support organizations such as
foundations, and those financed from revenue
bonds from activities such as housing, parking
dining, retail, and athletic facilities where revenues
are pledged to satisfy the debt Although the
Legislature must approve these capital projects,

OPPAGA Report

they are not subject to the Eeglsiahve budget
request development policy guidelines. ”

See Appendix A for a description of the funds
included in the exhibits.

The projected decreases in available PECO funds
may make it difficuit for postsecondary
institutions to fund facility projects. Asshown in
Exhibit 4, the November 2005 Revenue Estimating
Conference projected a steep decrease in available
PECO funds after 2006-07. These projections are
based on predictions that future economic
conditions will decrease gross receipts tax
revenues, which are the dedicated source of
PECO funds. The Estimatiiig Conference projects
that the total availab. funds will drop from
$1.4 billion i Fiscal 6-07 to $386 million in
i beginning a gradual
ith this decrease in
projected 3% increase
public colleges and
ticipated  increase in
nds to build additional
eet the requirements
class size amendment.

:‘ ojects, gxpected decreases in available PECO
nds may make it more difficult for the state’s

#Fublic colleges and universities to fund new

const:mctmn and renovation projects. (For more
information on why PECO funds fluctuate refer to
Appendix B.)

In light of this situation, it is critical that
postsecondary institutions minimize construction
costs and use existing facilities as efficiently as
possible. Therefore, this report examines

= whether posisecondary facility construction
costs are reasonable compared to national
benchmarks;

= what opportunities exist to further reduce
these costs; and

= how postsecondary institutions allocate and
use existing facility space, and whether there
are ways to use space more efficiently.

2 Sections 1004065 and 1013.78, £.5.
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Exhibit 4

DRAFT

PECO Funds Are Predicted to Decline as College and University Enroliments increase

Actual and Projected PECO Revenue vs.
State University and Community College FTE

1.000

860

PECO Revenue in Millions

{40-Hour}
1,600 506,900
1,400 + ACTUAL 1 450,000
1,200 +

GO0 + o,
400 +
250,000
200 + «i= PECO Revenue !
== Postsecondary FTE
- 200,000

PROJECTED 1 400,000

350,000 g
- 300,000

- #5‘ -4 d§;§ f P
SIS S S
Source: The Revenue Estimating Conference, up
Community Colleges and Workfuiee Blucation p

Findings

Horida’s higher education g
national averages but cong;

Educational facilities are ghore costly to build
than many other types of gonstruction. Reasons
for these higher costs inghfide the type of facilities
built, higher land costs, and the siricter building
codes, regulations, and standards that educational
facilities must meet.® University facilities generally
include state-of-the art technology as well as
amenities to attract students. In addition, these
facilities are designed for high use over long periods

of fime. Contractors are usually required to meet
- the highest industry coverage for insurance and
bonding and often must build on occupled sites
with minimal impact on campus life.* These factors
all increase facility design and construction costs.

? Sections 1013.37 and 1013.371, £S5

*Guckert, D. and King, }, “The High Cost of Building a Better
University,” Facility Manager, Vohme 23, Number 3, Mav/june 2005.

ges and Universities and the Division of

crida’s higher education construction costs are
msistent with national norms. In general,
Florida’'s postsecondary institutions build facilities
at a relatively low cost. The “2005 Construction
Report” from College Planning and Management
compares state construction costs for categories of
facilities to national norms. Exhibit 5 shows that
compared to a 2005 national sample of college
construction projects, Florida's posisecondary
institutions  built = lbraries and research
laboratories in 2004 at an average price that was in
the lowest national quartile. Florida’s
postsecondary institutions also built academic
classrooms at a cost below the national median.
Florida's costs for community college and
university offices were above that national
nedian but substantially below the highest
quartile. Overall, Florida's postsecondary
institutions’  construction cosis  compared
favorably with the costs of similar iypes of
construction nationaily.
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Exhibit 5

iarida’s Postsecondary Construction Costs Are Generally Lower Than National Benchmarks

OPPAGA Report

Academic $ 8,000,000 $129.09 $172.82 $eet.11 $148.73
Library 16,000,000 191.48 235.28 32682 152.58
Gifice 6,500,000 107.64 138.44 235.29 186.11
Science 28,000,000 201.83 240.00 28405 183.99

Source: “2005 Construction Report,” College Planning and Management, Pebruary 2003 and OPPAGA analysis of Board of Governors and Division

of Community Colleges and Workforce Education Data.

Florida’s higher education construction costs
continue to climb. As Exhibit 6 demonstrates, the
cost of constructing postsecondary facilities, such
as classrooms, offices, research labs, and libraries,
has increased 4.6% annually over the past 10
years. This increase mirrors the steady rise in
construction costs across the country. The cost of
construction has increased more steeply over the
past three years because of factors including high
demand for building materials labor,
international competition for raw m
as steel, and unusually destructi
seasons.

Exhibit 6
Postsecondary Constructigft

Several postsecondary education facility managers
reported having diffi i getting responses fo
bids and were dow ¢ planned facilities in
fnding. For example,
llege had to build a
ginally planned because
the three-year interval
ng and completing the
bn  costs are likely to
uture while state funds
ay are projected to
ipostseconddp# institutions need to
| long-term  strategies to  reduce

for capital

AARRE

c8s22883

Cost per Square Foot

Office

1985 1986 1997 1998 1953 2000 200t 2002 2003 2004
Yaar

Source: Florida Depariment of Education construction cost data.

several strategies lo address m dsm construchio
costs

The rising cost of new construction has had 2
noticeable effect on postsecondary institutions.

v in costs to the extent possible. These
ategieg#hould include using prototype designs,
hergy cost sharing, and maximizing use of
sting facilities.

Prototypes can help to reduce postsecondary
construction facility costs. Florida's school
districts have successfully used prototypes, or
repeating a designed model, to lower construction
costs for building new elementary, middie and
high schools. For example DOE awarded
$350 million in School Infrastructure Thrift
Awards to K-12 public schools and charter schools
that used frugal construction methods, including
prototypes, to construct lower cost schocls. In
addition, the state has successfully used prototype
designs for the Satellite Office Center.

The savings gained by using prototypes depends
on a number of factors including the itype of
facility construcied, the number of times the
design is used, and the number of modifications
requested each time the de&gﬂ is reused.
However, the experiences of Florida’s school
districts and the Satellite Office Center, prototype
designs can reduce construction costs by as much
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as 6% to 9% due to lower architectural fees and
time savings in developing, reviewing, and
approving facility designs. Prototype designs also
reduce the overall time of construction and cost
increases due to inflation.

Some postsecondary institutions are beginning to
use prototypes to reduce costs. The Division of
Community Colleges and Workforce Education
achieved a 12% to 15% savings in design costs in
2004 by developing a prototype nursing/science
building that was used by four community
colleges. > The prototype was designed by a single
architect, avoiding the need for separate designs
for each individual building. This prototype
design can be used by other community colleges
seeking to construct similar buildings. Division
staff note that community colleges will achieve
similar savings only if they avoid making
extensive modifications to the prototype design,
which the division cannot preclude given the
decentralization of the facility construction
process.

increased use of capital equipmen
cost sharing can produce savings.
universities also can maximize their
funds by partnering :
equipment manufactu
capital equipment an

> NEW

d. ¥ Fiscal Year
commumty coﬂege Caygital Pm}ects Plan
identified 19 energy relg#ed projects statewide;
therefore the potenflal for savings can be
significant in reducing equipment replacement
costs and future operating costs.

The Florida Statutes encourage state agencies,
school districts, community colleges, and
universities to consider energy performance
contracting before making large investments in
equipment. ® Several universities and community
colleges have benefited from this type of
arrangement. For instance, Brevard Community
College parinered with Florida Power and Light

*Lake-Sumier, Palm Beach, St Johuy's River, and South Florida
Community Colleges.

¢ Sections 1913.23(3)(d) and 489.145(4)(b), £.5.
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to take advantage of a campus chiller replacement
at an installed cost of $6 million with guaranteed
annual energy savings of $750,000 for 10 years. In
addition, Miami-Dade Public Schools made
improvements/ replacements to lighting, water,
chillers, EM5 controls and cooling towers at a
project dollar cost of $6.5 million with guaranteed
annual energy savings of $418,000 annually for 10
years. Other universities or community colleges
should investigate opportunities for similar
savings. By entering into a contract with an
outside energy service company (ESCO) under
which the ESCO receives a portion of the
guaranteed energy savings to offset and repay the
up-front costs of quipment provided,
institutions may to upgrade capital
equipment tticipated. The ESCO
cific level of energy

g cost-saving strategies
ﬂr renovating  facilities,

urrently use space in order to avoid the
to build new facilities, particularly
ASSrooms. Florida's higher education
institutions devote between 3% to 23% of their
space to classrooms. This range is consistent with
national benchmarks and reflects institutional
differences in the students they serve.

Classrooms at some state universities and
community colleges are underutilized. Overall,
only about half of all university classrooms
statewide and less than half of community college
classrooms have classes scheduled in them
throughout the week. Classroom usage rates vary
considerably by time of day, day of the week, and
institution. While some factors contributing to
underutilization are outside the institutions’
control, they can take steps to improve classroom
utilization and delay the need to build additional
classrooms.
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Florida’s use of postsecondary faciily space is
consistent with national benchmarks and institutional
difersnces

Florida's allocation of state university system
space use is generaily consistent with available
national benchmarks. For instance, although
classrooms comprise just 5% of total assignable
space at state universities, this percentage is
comparable to the 5.2% average among public
universities nationally according to a study of 25
public universities conducted in 2002.7° In
addition, the university system’s allocation of
office space, the largest category of space at 20%,
is consistent with the 22.5% national norm.
Exhibit 7 shows the allocation of state university
system space based on state reporting codes.

Exhibit 7
State University System Space Allocation
Is Consistent with National Benchmarks

OPPAGA Report

universities. In contrast, less research-intensive
universities such as Florida Gulf Coast University
and the University of West Florida have a larger
percentage of classroom space and a smaller
percentage of their space devoted to research
compared to the system as a whole. Although the
percentages of space allocated to academic,
administrative and support varies across
universities, the ranges within the university
system are within national norms.

We could not make a similar assessment of
community colleges’ space allocation due to the
tack of similar national benchmarks. Exhibit 8
shows community collegeggdevote a higher overall
percentage of their toig ce to classrooms than
does Florida's uni stem (17% and 5%,

differences in the two
ssion and  student

Classroom Teaching

Laboratory

Study
5%

ommunity colleges are
ey do not require the
t students living on
wunt of space devoted
» use would be expected to be higher.
unity colieges do not have a primary
ssion and serve a considerable number

Total Net Assignable Square Feot = 43,749,318

Scurce: Florida Department of Education.

Space by use category varies across state
universities and is influenced heavily by
institutional missions. Research universities such
as the University of Florida and Florida State
University generally have a higher percentage of
space allocated to research and a lower
percentage of classroom space than other state

7 #Classroom Use and Utilization,” Facifities Manager, May/lune 2002.

¢ Instructional space in feaching and research laboratories is not
inchaded.

Yocational
Lab
17%

Total Net Assignable Square Feet = 17,066,510

Souxce: Florida Department of Education.
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State universities and community colleges display utilization rates were sometimes affected by branch
diiferant classrom utiization trands, but there is campuses that had very low utilization rates. For
undenitilization in both systems example, the Florida Atlantic University main
campus (98 classrooms) has a usage rate of 50.1%,
Overall, only about half of all university classrooms but the Davie branch campus (35 classrooms) has a
and less than half of community college classrcoms usage rate of only 35.7%, bringing the institutional
have classes scheduled in them throughout the total to 463%. Please see Appendix C for
week. Classroom usage is generally higher among utilization profiles for the individual institutions.

state universities compared to community colleges.
Exhibit 9 shows that, an average of 54% of
university classrooms are  scheduled for
instructional use at any given hour of the week . .
(Monday through Friday, between 8 AM and 8 throughout the day while others experience

A latively large swings in usage ranging from
PM).” Community colleges have lower classroom relauvely laig .
utilization, with an average of 41.4% of classrooms periods in which almost all.qvailable classrooms are

. Classroom usage varies significantly by howr of
the day. Some universities and community
colleges have relatively even average classroom use

. . . in use to periods in whit ny classrooms remain

?ﬁ?ﬁﬁﬁ:}:’ieﬁr instructional use at any given idle. Exhibit 9 also at the peak classroom
' usage hougg, are from 9 AM through

Average classroom utilization rates vary across 1PM, ately two-thirds of
institutions, with some having substantially higher classroo sage typically declines
usage rates than others. For instance, four steadily fternoon with a slight
universities (Florida Gulf Coast University, Florida increase th 56.4% of classrooms
State University, University of Central Florida, and in use PM and 44.1% in use
the University of North Florida) have verage between ; ids trend varies somewhat

erences in the students
ce, classroom use at the
f Florida and Florida State University,

classroom usage rate of 60% or m
community colleges (Chipola, Florid
Florida, Okaloosa-Wal
South Florida) have av
of less than 30%. Ing

e and residential students, tapers off earlier in
e day and drops more steeply in the afterncon
than at institutions that serve more part-time and
commuting students, such as the University of
South Florida and the University of West Florida.

®For our analysis, we measirs
hours of scheduled classs t
Instructional space in teaclfing ‘B
laboratories is not included, :

Exhibit 9
Average Glassroom Utilizajieh by State Universities and Community Colleges During Spring 2005
State University System Average Room Schedule Utilization on Community College Glassroom Utllization
HMondays Through Fridays from 8 AN to 8 PR fonday Through Friday from 8 AM 0 8 PM
Spring 2008 - Averages Room Use -~ 54% Spring 2085 - Average Room Use - 41.4%
180 160
20 3%
- 806 2
§ 7% § 74
@ M B e e SO
8¢ &6
| ) TR SEPrREEE—— s S————— | P4 =
% a0 7 W 5w 4{ N o
20 4 a0 B /s
26 20 N /
19 5 o~
e ’ NOON spn ' " apm e KOOH wu 553
From 1 Pl to & PBS - 88.4% From 9 A (o 1PM - 58.8%
From 6 PH o 8 PRE - 84,1% FromB PR BPR -46.1%

Source: OPPAGA analysis of utilization data provided by the Board of Governors and by the Division of Community Colleges and Workforce
Education.
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Community colleges tend to experience two peak
classroom usage periods, with an initial peak
between 9 AM to 1 PM when 58.8% of classrooms
are in use systemwide. A second peak occurs
between 6 and 8 PM when an average of 46.1% of
all community college classrooms are in use.
Community college administrators indicate that
these patterns reflect student work patterns, with
the steep dip in the utilization rate at 4 PM (when
only 13% of classrooms are in use) occurring
when students are commuting and transitioning
to or from work.

Classrooms are underutilized on Fridays. As
illustrated in Exhibit 10, classroom usage varies
considerably by day of week. University and
community college classrooms receive their
highest use from Monday through Thursday,
when on average 59.7% and 46.7%, respectively,
are in use between 8 AM and 8 PM. Usage
differences during this period are relatively small.

Both universities and community colleges

OPPAGA Report

weekend early and faculty wuse Fridays for
meetings and research.

zafion can be addmssaa’ in
several ways

Improved management of classroom utilization
can help administrators avoid significant negative
consequences for both institutions and students.
As peak classroom usage tends to drive the need
for additional classrooms as well as auxiliary
facilities such as parking garages, unsuccessful
classroom management practices can lead
institutions to build addifignal facilities ahead of
need to peak dema s. It also can result in

limiting course offe nes during the week,
which can limi hoice of curriculum and
possibly gradu if they can only attend
school d of the day or week.

d community colleges
g classroom utilization.

experience significant declines in classr
on Fridays, particularly in the afi
evening hours. On average o
university classrooms ar ’
only 20% of commji
Underutilization of cl
unique to Florida
phenomenon in hig
studies and Florida

no Friday classes; studntswwh P b gm thelr

. smaller

+ other postsecondary
nd thus tend to offer
students prefer to take
dition, students often have family and
nsibilities that can limit the days and
# are able to take classes. The physical
vironment itself can also hinder better
ssroom management. Some of the older,
university classrooms need to be
remodeled to accommodate larger numbers of
students to reduce the operating and

Exhibit 10
Utilization Varies by Day#fWeek and Time of Day
Avarage State University System Classroom Utilization Average Community College Classroom Utilization
Spring 2008 Spring 2005
168
40
o i
70 -
i
50 =B BRON = 50
e e TYE ]
s - wEp g’
26 .ATQ, -THU
g 10 e B §
& o g ’—-vn- W B GAT
34M HOOR 2w ' L
Overall Utitizetion (8 theu F} §4.59% Owverall Utilization (M thru F) 4%.4%
From 9 AM to 1 PM $4.5% From$ AM o 1PM $8.8%
From 6 P83 to 8 P 44.4% From & PH 70 8 PM 46.4%
©On Fridays 31.4% O Fridays 203%
On Saturdays 55% On Saturdeys 16.7%

Source:

9

OPPAGA analysis of Florida Department of Education utilization data.
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instructional costs per student. However, our
assessments of community colleges and
universities with both high and low classroom
utifization rates identified steps institutions can
take to improve classroom management. These
strategies are discussed below.

Establish institutional goals to Increase
classroom  utilization. Universities and
community colleges that have set classroom
utilization goals have adopted successful
strategies to increase utilization rates. For
example, both Florida State University and the

University of Central Florida have established

goals that exceed the state’s minimum standards
for classroom utilization on their main campuses.
Administrators at these universities indicate that
setting these goals enabled them to focus on the
issue and identify strategies to attain the goals.
These universities report that by setting
institutional goals to increase average classroom
utilization and reporting back to faculty and staff
on how well it is meeting these goals, msutuhons
should be able to improve classroom

Disseminate more detailed inf
classroom usage P tterns

suggestions for im;z %

institutions we contat
on dassroom usage pa

Hillsborough ~ Commugi
department performs g
campus presidents and 4 &
to share information and figlire out how they can
improve classroom utili tzon Florida State
University uses schedudffig software that produces
color coded charts to spot wunderutilized
classrooms which can then be reassigned. This
information is provided by the provost to faculty
and staff. Both Hillsborough Community College
and Florida State University believe that
providing feedback tc users has helped them
increase their utilization rate over the past few
years. By broadly sharing more detailed
information on classroom usage patterns and
asking administrators, faculty, and staff for their
ideas on how to increase utilization, other
postsecondary institutions may be able to
experience similar improvements in utilization.

10
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improve utilization data submitied to institution
managers and state policymakers. Managers
and policymakers need complete and accurate
data on how classrooms are being used to make
informed choices about facility needs and space
management. The DOE and Board of Governors
require regular reporting of classroom utilization;
however, data for some universities is incomplete.
For instance, ali universities report utilization data
for their main campus which reflect the majority
of their classroom space, but they do not provide
complete information on their other campuses.
State university administrators we spoke to and
our review of avaﬂable data suggest that
classroom utilization g Hranch campuses was
often much lower fain campuses. As a
result, class  rates for universities
r all campuses are more
than reported. Under
problem for community

ational University data
matches between the
ourse ﬁle A low match

fgom the room inventory file. - These
rors slould have been detected and corrected
either Florida International University and/or

"the Board of Governors when the data was

originally submitted and before the instructional
activity file accepted. We worked with the Board
of Governors and Florida International University
staff to correct utilization data used in our
analysis. However, currently there is no process
to identify and correct these problems.

Finally, although universities and community
colleges are encouraged to look for joint use and
shared use opportunities with other institutions to
maximize the use of their space, data on shared
use of classrooms is not reported. ® For example,
Pasco-Hernando Community College makes 13
classrooms available to the University of South
Florida, but this shared use is not included in
either institution’s utilization data. According to
university officials shared use of space is more

A joint use facility is funded and built for cooperative use. Shared
use is a room or space shared by the host institution and the visitor |
institution, that is, the room is not assigned to only one or the other
but used by both.
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common in the community college system than
the university system. Without this information,
classrooms may appear idle when, in fact, they are
in use.

Despite these deficiencies, we determined that the
data was complete enough to assess system wide
classroom  utilization, However, these data
reporting issues need to be addressed to ensure
that managers can identify where problems are
and {o better inform policymakers on the needs for
additional classrooms at individual institutions.

Review and improve scheduling practices. All of
the institutions we interviewed consider the
needs of academic units in cooperation with
academic affairs or provost’s offices to determine
the number of course sections to offer based on
enroliment history, for example a two- or three-
year average for each section. A number of other
considerations besides student work schedules
also go into decisions about when and where
classes are offered, such as accessibility, student
and faculty commute time, and specifi
technology needs. Over time, the ps
the class schedule to meet the needf
primarily and faculty to
administrators  at

institutions we contac
implemented a variety
better manage classr
usage times, relieve
infrastructure and avoi
offerings to mid week. Ho
University posts courses®in
system in stages with the gff-peak times offered
first to boost enrolimentgfuring these times. In
addition, the Univefsity of Central Florida
reported that it cut traffic congestion in half and
reduced the pressure on parking lots by adopting
three-hour block scheduling for academic uniis.
Any unassigned time periods in the block causes
the academic unit to lose the entire block to
centralized scheduling, so the academic units now
cooperate better among themselves to schedule all
of the time allotted to them. Other institutions
schedule required courses during lower demand
time and shift electives to more desirable peak
periods. To make better use of Fridays,

: on—lmregstmhon
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Hilisborough and Pasco-Hernando Community
colleges, which historically had no classes on
Fridays, now schedule classes on Fridays. UWF
requires 60% of its 1000 and 2000 level courses to
be MWE classes. Although the scheduling
strategies differ among institutions, higher
education administrators may want to contact
other institutions to identify scheduling sirategies
that could be adopted to help them better manage
demand.

Survey students to identify thelr preforences and
limitations. Postsecondary institutions we
contacted generally relied on observation and
professional expenence determine student
preferences and and to determine
which strategies ovide incentives for
students tousgnroll sses during non-peak
' ns of experienced
an be very reliable
erences and ability to
times of the times of

nstitutions may benefit
jdents their preferences
ons. This can be done in a variety of
ing by conducting periodic customer

focus groups. For instance, by
rveying students state colleges and universities
ould be able to verify whether their assumptions

are true and identify which strategies to increase

classroom utilization might appeal to students.
Gathering information directly from students also
may help identify changes in preferences over
time,

Review the need for underutilized campuses and
centers. Many of Florida's public postsecondary
institutions have not developed criteria or formal
review processes for opening or closing of sites,
particularly branch campuses and centers. Rather
state colleges and universities we contacted
generally relied on informal processes for
establishing sites based on community
development and projected enrollment. In
addition, once created many sites remain open
despite low classroom usage.
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We identified eight community college campuses
or centers with average classroom utilization rates
of less than 20%." Fewer of these underutilized
sites may be created or maintained if institutions
develop policies or guidelines for establishing and
reviewing the performance of new campuses and
centers. These policies would evaluate community
growth patterns and projected enrollment, costs
and benefits, and utilization thresholds before and
after a campus or center is created. In addition,
because classroom utilization may vary over time
or it may take several years to build up demand at
some of these campuses and centers, in the short
term, institutions should explore joint-use
possibiliies with partner institutions such as
private colleges and, if possible, local public scheols
to use underutilized classrooms. However, if these
campuses and centers remain idle or underutilized
over the long term, institutions should convert the

classrooms to some other use or consider closing

the sites all together.

Provide financial incentives to encourage
students to take ciasses during low us
Another market-based approach

for courses scheduled i
solution would crea

time periods. Adm
Miami-Dade College

To ma aﬁs-

15% for courses taken outsjde of its peak usage
times, before 9 AM and aftef 3 PM. The university
reports that 25% of its gisflients took advantage of
the plan during the 2003 fall term and estimated
that it will offer 37% of its undergraduate credit
hours under the reduced price plan. However,
some of the other institutions we interviewed
were unsure if lower tuition rates would work for
their students since many of them did not pay
their own tuition. Currently, community colleges
have limited authority to charge variable fees,
from 10% below or 15% above the combined total

"Broward Community College Downtown Center, Florida
Community College at Jacksonville Nassau City Center, Okaloosa-
Waiton Community College Chatauqua and Sikes Center, St
Petersburg Community College Seminole Campus and Health
Education Center, Sania Fe Community College Institute of Public
Safety and South Florida Community College DeSoto Campus.
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of the fee schedule adopted by the State Board of |
Education and the technology fee adopted by the
board of trustees. The SUS institutions cannot
charge variable tuition rates.

Some possible pitfalis pointed out by the
institutions with this approach include a possible
lack of administrative capacity to implement more
complicated fee schedules and initial confusion on
the part of fee-paying studenis. In addition,
offering non-peak tuition rates could reduce
tuition revenue unless it is offset by a tuition
increase. The University of Oregon estimated it
would forgo $1.5 million in tuition during the
2003-04 school year. A gigpilar non-peak tuition
plan utilized at Flori utions would need to
be offset by a 5% i » tuition for students
times so that a tuition
wever, not all Florida
implement a variable
with large swings in
erience both high and
may benefit most from
ount of building costs
i sgould depend on which
implemented the policy and how
nts took advantage of the plan. Other
s could include the need for fewer
rking *garages and other facilities required to
commodate the impact of students on campus

“during peak time periods. Although one solution

will not work for all institutions, at a minimum,
surveying students to determine if financial
incentives would encourage students to take
classes during non-peak hours could reveal
whether this is a viable option.

Conclusions and
Recommendations

While Florida's construction costs for higher
education institutions are within national
benchmarks, these costs and future demand for
facilities continue to climb due largely to

2 Based on 2004-05 tuition rates and credit hours taken by students, a
total of $846 million would be generated in tuition without non-
peak discounts. Tuition generated with a 15% discount and 25% of
courses offered during non-peak hours would be $814 million.
Thus, tuition revenue Jost by instituting such a discount policy at all
state universities and community colleges without 2 corresponding
increase in tuition during other times would be $32 million.
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economic and demographic factors, while the
funds available for construction projects are
projected to decrease.

In addition, classrooms at some state universities
and community colleges are underutifized.
Overall, about half of all university classrooms
and less than half of community college
classrooms have classes scheduled in them
throughout the week. Classroom usage rates vary
considerably by time of day, day of week and
institution.  Although some factors affecting
underutilization may be outside the control of
institutions, they can tfake steps to improve
classroom utilization and delay the need to build
additional classrooms.

We thus recommend that the Department of
Education, the Board of Governors, and the state’s
public universities and community colleges
develop strategies to minimize construction costs
and use existing facilities as efficiently as possible.
These strategies should include using prototypical
building designs, energy cost shari and
maximizing the use of existing facil

have implemented
maximize use of ex

classroom usage pend
= fully utilizing Fridays wigen scheduimg classes;

= providing tuition ingefiives to students to
take classes during mon—peaks fimes; and

= establishing institutional classroom usage
goals, reviewing scheduling processes, and
routinely collecting and reporting facility
usage data on all campuses.

Each posisecondary institution should report to its
board of trustees, DOE, and the Board of Governors
ont the success of these sirategies and provide
utilization data by day of week and hour of day
when requesting additional classroom space.

s The Legislature may wish to consider
providing universities flexibility to offer
variable tuition for classes scheduled during
peak and off- peak demand times. Given the
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uncertainty regarding the effects of variable
tuition, the Legislature could pilot a variable
tuition program to determine the impact on
classroom utilization, student enrollment
patterns, and tuition revenue prior to granting
tuition flexibility to all universities.

Because national research shows that
classroom utilization is a relatively good
indicator of how efficiently other higher
education space is used, local boards of
trustees, DOE and the BOG should consider
requiring postsecondary institutions to
examine how efficiently they use all major
categories of space and gonsider this
information when, g ining, prioritizing

s at individual
:the Board of Governors
institutions provide
th campus and require

should work with universities to develop a
procedure to identify the file submission
process.

To obtain a more complete picture of how well
instructional space is scheduled and utilized,
the DOE and BOG should consider including
joint use and shared use of instructional space
as additional, separate categories for data
collection and analysis. When addressing this
issue, the BOG and DOE should clarify and
jointly agree which institutions should be
credited for utilization of jointly owned
classroom facilities.

To save on construction, remodeling and
renovation costs, universities and community
colleges should evaluate potential savings
from energy contracting before replacing or
upgrading expensive equipment such as
HVAC.
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Appendix A
Fixed Capital Qutlay Legislative Budget

The following information contains definitions of common terms, source of funds, purpose
and restrictions on funds for projects funded through the fixed capital outlay budget process.

Capital Outlay and Debt Service (CO & DS} 2005-2006 Authorization to Sell Revenue Bonds on
Behalf of Universities

= Projects financed by revenue bonds

= Revenues from motor vehicle licenses

= Allocated to school districts and community

colleges = Projects include dormitgies, parking garages,
= Revenues are bonded and proceeds allocated and bookstores
based on a funding formula s Operating reveny ed to pay debt service

oﬁty for Fihancing and Acquisition
ort Organizations
financed by Direct

Facility Enhancement Challenge Grant Program
= Facility must support instruction or research

& Must be included in the institution’s Five-Year
Capital Improvement Program

dormitories, athletic,

s Private cash matching mustbeon d nal studies facilities

= State matching funds are recomm
eligible projects -

2005-2006 Capital Imp ' Trust ojects cefed based on a depreciation formula to the
* Generally requeste hree y d on education sectors from the total amount of
availability of funds available PECO funds

= Allocations made to public scheols, community
colleges, and state universities

= Financed by fee collect 1 ’ bond® issued = Funded form cash portion of available PECO

with a pledge of revenuegffrom the fees revenues

= Punds used to expand or upgrade current

006 . S
2005 Supplementa al Request Project List educational facilities to prolong useful life
2 Developed to adidress issues not financed by the
SUS share of PECO funds and other SUS sources 2005-2006 Concurrency Trust Fund Appropriation
s Issues include critical deferred maintenance, Request
Americans with Disabilities Act corrections, = Trust fund supported by revenues from local
federal grant matches, and other special projects option gas tax

= Punds used to correct deficiencies in public

2005-2006 Projects That Require General Revenue facilities and services caused by proposed

for Operation
. - campus development
s Projects requiring state general revenue for i
operations but built with non-state funds = Impact determined through Campus

Development Agreements between University
Boards of Trustees and affected host local
government

i4
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Appendix 8

The Source of PECO Revenues and Why PECO Revenues
Fluctuate

The source of PECO revenue is the revenues from the gross receipts tax on utilities services
(2.5%) and communications services (2.37%) as defined in s. 203.0%, Florida Statutes. Most of
the PECO revenues is generated from bonding a portion of the gross receipt tax revenues.
The gross receipts tax is a relatively stable and generally slow growing tax source, making it
an ideal revenue source for financing the sale of bonds. PECO bond proceeds are the
primary source of legislative funding for postsecondary academic facilities.

¢4 that can be devoted to
e remaining revenue
 receipts tax revenues
ue committed to paying
om section); cash that is

Constitutional and statutory restrictions limit the amount of rev.
bonding to 90%of the average of the past two years’ of reve
must be spent as cash. Table B-1 shaws the actuai and, pm}ect

off existing bonds and, thus, not available for appr
not available for bonding (the top section); and
middle section). The amount availabl
and the new revenues available from

Table B-1
. Gross Receipts Tax Re

FYM-@Z’ FY 62-03 FYOS»M f""Y %ﬂﬂ FYG&ES FYGM? FY@?«-G& FYG%-GQ FY@Q»'%@ FY‘%G»‘H
& Cash $7.0 111 174 1388 § 1173 84.0 45.5 50.4 52.7 88.2
I NewDebt! 588 36.8 36.0 32.5 41.8 76.5 33.8 14.0 23.0 49.1
BOidDebt | 8267 6381 6732 70137 7243 7808 837.0 8705  8B22 %007

Source: Office of Economic and Demographic Research.

o
W
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Sources of Fuctuation

According to the Office of Economic and Demographic Research (EDR), the amount of tax
revenue available for appropriation and bonding is the product of several factors which
combine to cause the significant fluctuation each year that is shown in Table B-2.

1. Bonding is primarily based on growth in the gross receipts tax on utilities and
communications because existing revenues are committed to debt service on old bonds.

2. When revenues are underestimated, as occurred in 2005-06 due to the unexpected
increase in fuel costs, subsequent appropriations can be larger for two reasons,

a. non-recurring cash is available for cash expenditure from the initial year of
underestimate, and

b. the excess growth is added to the growth formerly anticipated for later years
so that more than just one year's worth of growth in bonding capacity is
available.

ore or less than

ongmally assumed in the Estimating Conferen t more or less bonding

capacity is available in later years than originall

4. Refinancing of old bonds at lowe
subsequent years. Table B-3 displa:

g capacity for
ing is not progected by

on a fiscal year basis (July to June) .
period ending in September. Asa

available fr b pmpnn is much lower after 2006-07, as shown in Table B-2.

i6
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Table B-2
Actual and Projected PECO Revenue vs.
State University and Community College FTE
{40-Hour}
1,600 500,000
1,468 +
ACTUAL 1 450,000
1,200 +
£ i PROJECTED - 406,00
£ 1,000 E
£ P
g 860 - 350,00¢ ‘g
-
8 800 t o,
il - 300,800 &
a
400 +
- 250,000
200 + i PECO Revenue
“@“Pasksecondary FTE
- 260,000
S %«‘Q O
N &

Note: The extreme poinis of
memo work in the same dire

ancmg Activity (in Millions)

1999-00 $ 367.2

2000-01 428.3 36.0 8%
2001- 887.6 361 3%
2002-03 813.4 371 6%
2003-04 518.3 57.8 1%
2004-05 4734 36.8 8%
2005-08 §16.3 86.7 14%
2008-07 1,067.3 55.0 5%

Source: Office of Economic and Demographic Research.

This appendix is based on information obtained from staff in the Office of Economic and
Demographic Research as well as information on EDR’s website at the following Internet

address: hitp)/edr state flus/conferences/peco/pecofiow. htm.

17



OPPAGA Report DRAFT

Appendix ¢

Disaggregated Classroom Utilization by Postsecondar
Institution From 8AM to 8PM Monday Through Friday

Average State Universify System Classroom Utilization
Spring 2005

b

883883888

Porcentage of Rooms Usaed
-

(-2~}

gam NOCN IPM
Overall Utilization (M thru F)
From @ AMtic 1PN

From & Fito 3 PM

On Fridays
On Saturdays

Florida A & M University (FAM Florida Gulf Cégg University (FGCU)
100 ,
%0 .
80 .
70 - =
8o T e MOM
50 - TUE
40 WED
36+ < THU
20 5 FRE
1: S g =2 SAT
sa  NOON g " ‘ 8PN
Overali Utifization (4.5} 5% Overal Utitization 04F) $6.0%
Utitizstion from 8 AM 0 1 PM 843 Utitization from $ AM to 1 PM 87.7%
Utiization from 8 PM o 8P 348 Utiization from 6 P¥ to 3 PM 53.3%
Utitization on Fridays Utiization on Feidays 230%
Utitization on Saturdays 3% Utiiization on Salurdays 8.1%
Florida Atlantic University (FAL) Florida international University (FiUJ)
50 190
80 50
%0 80
g m
5 )y T o-m0N
w0 - / g THE
4 WED
o BV ; THS
o 4 D e
g ) NOON e P
Cverall Utiization (4-F) 48.3% Overali Utilzation (W5 42.1%
Utitization from © AR o 1 P& 54.8% Utistzation from 9 A% fo T B 48.1%
tnzation from B FH: to 8 PR 42.1% Utisization from 4 P to 8 BU 51.8%
Utitization on Fridays 26.5% Ytittzation on Fridays 44.5%
Uttitzation on Safurdays 18.1% Petization on Snturdays 3.8%
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Florida State University (FSU) University of North Florida (UNF}
100
L]
88 — e
£ gt

30

26

10

o : e . : .

SAM NOOM P 8P
Overall Usilization (M-F) 60.2%
Utilization from 9 AN 16 4 Pl 63.8%
Usiization from 6 PH to & PM £37%
Utilization on Fridays 36.4%
Utitization on Saturdays 1.5%

Qverall Utilization (M-F} 85.2%
Utitization from 9 AM to 1 PM 68.3%
Utitization from § PM to 8 PM 68.3%
Utitization on Fridays 34.8%
Utitization on Saturdays 8.4%

o BSON
= TUE
WED
- PR
-~ BAT

University of Central Florida (UCF)
{Main Campus Only)

s BON
8- TUE

WED
~e THU
~%- FRY
-5~ SAT

NOON

Overall UtHization (M-F)
Utilization from 9 AM to 1 PM
Utilization from 6 PM to 8 PM
Utilization on Fridays

Utitization on Saturdays

Wfrom © AM to 1 PM
4 from 6 PM 10 & PH 56.2%
18.1%

2.4%

s AON
-8~ TYE
WED
. Tﬁu
19 PRI
s . . | ~®=SAT
BAM NOOK 3PM 8P
Overalt Utilization (4-F) 57.8%
Utilization from § AM to 1 PR 78.8%
Utitization from & PH fo 8 PN 19.4%
Utilization on Fridays 48,3%
Utilization on Saturdays 5.0%

16@ P R
%
80 —  —
o i N /=
88 : o -
. 7 JATA NS /{k S e-nion
ol f N/ Y R - TUE
0 i T : WED
2& g‘ Ao THU
M \\ e R
18 e _— s
& . . S -

2AM NOON 3PM gom

Crosrali Utitization (4-F) 48.4%

Utihization from 6 AM o PR 59.2%

Utitization from & PM to 8 PR 45.9%

Utiization on Fridays 24.0%

Utilization on Saturdays 9.4%
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Average Community Colfege Classroom Utilization
Spring 2005
106
.§ ]
2 s
o = e
50— \% T | oo
B g B e B, ji/ TUES
$ 0. = 5 i WED
£ " e i i THYR
2 e g
§ 10 > : o FRE
9 S —— ~B-SAT
8AM NOON M E1Y
Overall Utilization (4 thru F) 41.4%
From 8 AM to 1 PM 58.8%
From 8 PM 70 8 PM 46.1%
On Fridays 20.3%
On Saturdays 18.7%
Brevard Community College
100
90
80
76
80
50 ~ REON
40 %= TUES
30 WED
i THUR
o R
¢ = SAT
SAM
Overall Utilization (M-F}
Utitization from § AM to 1 PM Utilization from 9 AM to 1 PM
Utitization from & PM to 8 PM Utilization from 6 PM to 8 P 43.3%
Ytilization on Fridays Uﬁ!izat?m on Fridays 17.9%
Utilization on Saturdays Utilization on Saturdays 7.6%
Broward Cmgmun College Chipola College
108
ot g .
& AT N :
/74 S % . R S - MON
46 5/( \\ LY ﬁ% - —:&Wm 8- TYES
B Vi WED
3 ) i S .
o R — f T e I
0 w Cin : S ’ - z;ﬁ;
8 e : PR R S . s ’
BAB NOON 3PH &P 344 NOOM B 8P5
! 28.1
Oversit Utitization (M-F) 45.3% m“a‘;;’fm“"g“ m - 45.52
Utilization from 8 AM to 1 PM £9.0% &mzam ﬁ‘m" & PH to & 3 poyde
Utilizstion from 6 PH to & PM 84.5% Unttiza f‘m‘“";* . i
Uniiaation on Fridays 28.5% Utitization on Saturdays 5.8%
Utitization on Saturdays 12.5% .
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Daytona Beach Community College

Florida Keys Community College

BTN

8AM NOON

e BACHS
~&-TUES

o THUR
i)
-~ SAT

100

SAM NOON 3PM 8P 3PM aPM
Overalt Utilization (M-F) 35.0% Overall Utilization (M-F) 24.9%
Utitization from 9 AM fo 1 PM 59.9% Utitization from 9 AM to 1 PM 21.8%
Utilization rom 6 PM to § PM 34.4% Utilization from 8 PH 1o 3 PM 29.3%
Utilization on Fridays 20.5% Utitization on Fridays 12.2%
Utitization on Saturdays 1.4% Utitizatlon on Saturdays 5.4%
Edison College

o BAON e BHON
-2~ TUES -z~ TUES
WED WED
- THUR soie THUR
e FRY = FRI
o SAT - SAT
Cverall Utilization (M-F)
Utilization from ¢ AM to 1 PM
Utitization from & PM to 8 PY
Utitization on Fridays
Utilization on Saturdays
Florida Community: Hillsborough Community College
100 100 .
8 ) e
80 P res "
7 Y Jram—
0 7% Vi o
50 60 N 7 : .
o bt - HON
30 4 -2 TUES
20 - e WED
20 - THUR
3 10 e R
e 8= SAT
8
Overall Uiifization (M .5
wméff% from @ émﬁ 1 PH §2§ Overall Utiization (M-F) 51.8%
Utittzstion from 8 PH 1o 8 PY S58% Utiiization from 5 A3 to 1 P 743%
Utitization on Fridays 14.8% Utitization from § P to 3 PB 58.7%
titization on Saturdays 16:0% m :nff Fridays g.g;z
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Indian River Community College Manatee Community College

186
$0
a0
7%
80
50
40
30
20
10 -
[
Overatt Utiiization (M-F) 34.5% Overall Utilization (M-F) $1.4%
Utilization from 3 AM to 1 PM 47.4% Utilization from ¢ AM to 1 PN §6.1%
Utilization from & PM to 8 PM 45.5% Utiltzation from 6 PR to 8 PM 42.4%
Utilization on Fridays 15.4% Utitization on Fridays 26.2%
Utiiization o Saturdays 8.9% Utitization on Saturdays 8.5%

Lake City Community College

= BEON
-2 TUES
WED
wie THUR
~e EFRY
o= SAT

“2PM

QOverall Utitization (M-F)

Utitization from 9 AM to 1 PM

Utitization from & PM to 8 PM from & PM to 8 PM

Utitization on Fridays on Fridays 32.8%
Utitization on Saturdays on Saturdays 24.9%

North Florida Community College

]
- RON . B ~ O
- TUES yasyaNNs % TUES
WED N
e THIR 26 - 3‘\\‘ R
5 BB 10 Y
-5 SAT o
SAM NOOM E2 2P
Overalt Utilization (-5} 37.4% Overall Uittization (MF) 28.8%
Utitization from $ AM (o 1 PR 48.7% Utitization from 9 AM to ¢ PM §0.5%
Utiiization from 6 P& to 8 PM 57.4% Utitization from 8 PR to 8 PM 17.8%
Utitization on Fridays 20.0% itiHzation on Fridays 22.4%
Utitization on Salurdays 7.0% Utitization on Saturdays 2.3%
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Okaloosa-Walton College

Pensacola Junior College

26
%0
20
70 s
07 T
N b
o RN -5 TUES
30 AN wep
2 N B ~oi THUR
10 N - FRY
¢ L . | ~o-SAT
3AM NOOM 308 2P
Overall Utilization (M-F) 27.5% Gverall Utilization (M-F) 33.8%
Utitization from @ AM to 1 PM 42.2% Utitization from $ AM 10 1 P32 58.0%
Utilization from & PM to 8 PM 18.0% Utitization from 6 PM to 8 PM 32.5%
Utilization on Fridays 17.4% Utilization on Fridays 20.7%
Utitization on Saturdays 5.4% Utitization on Saturdays 3.2%
Palm Beach Community College
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Utilization on Saturdays on Saturdays 14.2%
Pasco-Hernai
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90 ;
4
70
80 N
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TR THuR
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o 7 e FR o E
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SAM NOON P8 8P 8AM NOON E12] PR
Orarall Utilization (M-F) 28.3% Queralh Utithration (M-F) 28.9%
Utilization from S AM fo 1 PR 28.3% Utitization from @ AM to 1 PN 45.4%
Utiiization from 5 B to § PR 37.5% Utilization from 6 PM o 8 PM 34.5%
Utitization on Fridays 7.7% Utitization on Fridays 14.8%
Utilization on Saturdays 1.5% Utitization on Saturdays 8.5%
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8t. Potersburg College South Florida Community Collegs
108 140 :
96— %6
80 o
0 g 78
£ T,
60 f g &0 -
50
BTN
36 vt \
0
16 g
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BAM
Overalk Utilization (M-F) 36.5% Overall Uthization (M-F) 28.6%
Utitization from § AM to 1 PM 54.4% Uttiization from $ AM to 1 PM 31.8%
Utllization from 6 PR to 8 PM 36.1% Utilization from § PM to 8 PM 28.4%
Utilization on Fridays 16.3% Utilization on Fridays 8.2%
Utiiization on Saturdays 4.9% Utitization on Saturdays 9.0%

Santa Fe Community College Tallahassel:
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90
39 4
76 4
w E
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Utitization from 9 AM to 1 PH 57.5%
Utiization from 6 PM to 8 PM
Utllization on Fridays

Utitization on Saturdays
Valencia Community College
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Cvgeall tilization (MF) 47.3% Ovarall Utilizntion (M-F} 44.3%

Utilization from ¢ AM fo 1 P82 T2.5% Utitization from § Al t0 1 PR 58.8%

Ytization from 8 P to S PIS 50.5% Ytitization from & P o 8 PN 48.8%

Uthization on Fridays 18.5% Utitlzation on Frigays 18.8%

Uslization on Saturdays 1.1% Utiization on Saturdays 74%
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The Florida Legislature

OFFICE OF PROGRAM POLICY ANALYSIS AND
GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY

Gary R. VanLandingham, Director

DATE: March 8, 2006

TO: " Ms. Debbie Gilreath, Deputy Staff Director, Senate Committee on
Government Efficiency Appropriations

FROM: Jane Fletcher, Staff Direétor, Education
David Summers, Chief Legislative Analyst

RE: Increase in Higher Education Standard to Measure Classroom Utilization

The information in this memo is provided to answer Senator Geller’s question on why
OPPAGA recommended raising the classroom utilization standard to 50/70 to evaluate
higher education classroom utilization in our draft reports entitled Higher Education
Facility Planning Process Is Designed Reasonably Well; Improvements Could Maximize State
Resources and Higher Education Facility Construction Costs Are Reasonable; Some
Improvements Could Maximize Use of Campus Classroom Space.

OPPAGA made this recommendation because the current 60/40 standard may overstate
universities’ and community colleges’ need for additional classrooms. Section
1013.03(2), Florida Statutes, provides that classrooms are to be used a minimum of 40
“hours per week and that 60% of student stations (seats) are filled. In the simplest terms,
a classroom with 100 seats (student stations) is considered to be 100% utilized if the
classroom is in use 40 hours per week with 60 of 100 seats filled (60% occupancy). If a
classroom is used 40 hours per week with 60 seats filled, the applied standard will
reflect 100% utilization even though 40 seats are empty and the classroom could be used
for 20 additional hours. Therefore, even at 100% utilization the institution has the
potential to fill an additional 40 seats per hour. In addition, given that the typical
classroom is available for use from 8 a.m. to 8 p.m., Monday through Friday (60 hours
per week), even at 100% utilization the above classroom has the potential to be in use an
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additional 20 hours because the current standard only accounts for its use for 40 hours a
week.
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RE: Increase in Higher Education Standard to Measure Classroom Utilization
March 8, 2006
Page 2

In light of how universities and community colleges use space today, several university
administrators indicated that the 40/60 standard appears outdated. nOPPAGA'’s
recommendation to adopt a 50/70 standard is raising the bar or threshold on when
universities and community colleges justify additional classroom space and generally
reflects when classrooms are available for use today. The reports recognize that the
50/70 standard is a goal for institutions, and that there are legitimate reasons for not
reaching 100% classroom utilization. However, the institutions should adopt better
classroom management strategies, as suggested in our report, to even out utilization
because they tend to build to accommodate their peak usage periods. Their efforts to
use their space efficiently as well as their utilization profile should be reported to both
the BOG and DOE, and considered in the decision to fund additional new construction.
Our utilization graphs for the individual institutions show that many community
colleges experience very low afternoon utilization and both systems experience very
low Friday utilization. With the increase in construction costs and predicted decrease in
future PECO funds, fewer new classrooms will be justified by raising the threshold to
50/70. In addition, better classroom management practices will make better use of the
existing inventory of classrooms and delay the need for building new classrooms.



The Florida Legislature

OFFICE OF PROGRAM POLICY ANALYSIS AND
GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY

Gary R. VanLandingham, Director

MEMORANDUM

DATE: March 16, 2006

TO: Betty Tilton, Staff Director, House Committiee on Colleges and Universities

FROM: IJane Fletcher, Staff Director
David Summers, Chief Legislative Analyst

RE: Additional information regarding OPPAGA recommendation to increase the
classroom utilization standard from 40/60 to 50/70

This memo provides additional information regarding how OPPAGA arrived at its
recommendation that the Legislature increase the classroom utilization standard from the 40/60
currently in statute to 50/70.

The current standard may overstate the need for classroom space. We arrived at the
conclusion that the current 40/60 standard may overstate the need for classroom space after
examining the actual percentage of state community college and public university classrooms.
that were scheduled for use during times at which they are typically available for use. We found
that overall classroom utilization rates between 8:00 AM and 8:00 PM Monday through Friday
were approximately 54% for universities and 41% for community colleges. These rates are
significantly lower than the rates reported by the institutions using the current 40/60 standard.
For instance, Florida State University, which our analysis showed had 60% classroom utilization
rate (relatively high among the state’s universities), had an overall average classroom utilization
rate of approximately 111% using the current 40/60 standard. Thus, the 40/60 standard would
suggest that FSU has a critical need for additional classroom space while our analysis would
suggest that this need may be considerably less critical. We saw similar potential overstatements
of need for other universities and for community colleges when we compared the results of our
analysis to utilization rates using the current 40/60 standard.

The current standard is used to assess the need for additional classrooms and to allocate funds to

the highest priority construction and renovation needs. Thus, we concluded that this potential
overstatement of classroom need using the current 40/60 standard may result in other projects

that may be more critically needed not being able to be funded because additional classrooms
were being built. Thus, we recommended that the Legislature consider increasing the current

40/60 standard to 50/70 to more accurately portray the need for classroom space. We arrived at

this new standard for the reasons stated below.
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RE: Additional information regarding OPPAGA recommendation to increase the classroom
utilization standard from 40/60 to 50/70

March 16, 2006

Page 2

¢ Increasing the standard from 40 to 50 hours per week. The current standard does not
take into consideration that classrooms are available for use from 8 a.m. to 8 p.m.,
Monday through Friday (60 hours per week). Thus, the current standard does not account
for 30% of the time that classrooms could be used. We concluded that while increasing
the standard to capture use for every period they are available may not be reasonable,
increasing it 50 hours during the week would more accurately capture the availability to
use existing classroom space. The recommended increase to 50 hours seems reasonable
given that institutions such as Florida State University and the University of Central, both
of which have relatively high utilization rates, use internal measures that exceed the
weekly hours of the current statutory. standard (FSU uses 56 hours per week and UCF
uses 69 hours per week).

o Increasing the standard from 60% to 70% station occupancy. Florida’s occupancy
standard was based on a comparison of similar standards in other states. Based on the
most recent data we were able to obtain from a study conducted by the California
Postsecondary Education Commission in September 2004, several states have classroom
occupancy standards that now exceed that of Florida. These states include Arizona
(65%), California (71.4%), Kentucky (67%), Nebraska (65%), New York (80% for the
CUNY system), and Ohio (67%). Thus, it would appear that Florida is out of step with
several other states in this regard. In addition, Florida State University and the University
of Central currently evaluate their utilization using internal station occupancy standards
of 75% and 70%, respectively. Therefore, we concluded that that raising Florida’s
classroom occupancy rate to 70% would be reasonable. '

Effect of this change. We believe that increasing the utilization standard will more accurately
portray the need for additional classroom space at Florida’s community colleges and public
universities and will ensure that policymakers have more complete information on which to base
funding decisions. The net effect will likely delay the need to build additional classrooms at
some institutions and allow for other, more pressing needs to be funded. In addition, raising the
standard does not preclude an institution with legitimate reasons to request additional classrooms
despite having a utilization rate that does not approach 100%. To address this issue, our draft
report recommends that each institution provide additional information to state agencies
including the success of strategies implemented to increase classroom utilization. We believe
that more complete information will enable the Department of Education and the Board of
Governors to have access to the information necessary to prioritize fixed capital outlay requests
and to make funding recommendations to the Legislature.



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

